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ABSTRACT 
Relationship talk, or communication about the connection between partners, is associated with 
both dyadic benefits and relational risks.  My dissertation project proposes a model to explain 
romantic partners’ perceptions of threat, indirect enactment, and avoidance of relationship talk 
and the association these factors share with communication satisfaction.  I integrate theory on 
uncertainty and goals to create my model, which holds that relational uncertainty is associated 
with higher perception of threat, and relational uncertainty interacts with goals to explain the 
threat of relationship conversations.  My model also hypothesizes that when people deem 
relationship talk threatening, they are more likely to avoid the conversations or deliver messages 
indirectly.  Finally, I investigate how these communicative actions are associated with 
communication satisfaction.  To test my model, I collected data from 69 college romantic dyads 
who engaged in a video-recorded conversation about their relationship.  I combined 
observational and self-report procedures for a multi-method approach and I used multi-level 
modeling to test my model.  Results provided partial or mixed evidence for my model.  
Typically, threat increases as relational uncertainty increases, and certain goals are deemed more 
threatening than others.  When partners perceive threat, they generally report more indirect 
messages and avoidance.  Disparate reports between participants’ self-reported behaviors and 
outside observers’ ratings of indirectness and avoidance suggest differences between insider and 
outsider perspectives of relationship talk.  Partners judged conversations more negatively as 
indirect relationship talk and avoidance of relationship talk increased, but this association was 
limited to two of the seven communication variables.  The findings highlight the use of relational 
uncertainty and communication goals as a guide for examining variation in people’s perceptions 
of relationship talk. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
A central principle of interpersonal communication is that individuals use communication 
to establish and sustain their relationships with others (Altman & Taylor, 1973; Watzlawick, 
Bavelas, & Jackson, 1967).  Talking about the relationship shows an individual’s awareness of 
his or her relational self (Acitelli, 1988, 2008), and it may reveal important information about the 
nature or state of the relationship (Baxter & Wilmot, 1985).  For example, wedding vows can 
allow romantic partners to express their life-long commitment, break-up conversations can bring 
about devastating relationship dissolution, talking about the future of a relationship can help 
bridge the miles in a long-distance partnership, and relationship discussions can foster a crucial 
sense of teamwork needed by couples facing a health crisis.  Indeed, communication about the 
relationship is a meaningful component of people’s relational lives (Goldsmith & Baxter, 1996).   
Relationship talk is communication that focuses on the connection between two people 
(i.e., talking about the relationship; Acitelli, 1988, 2008).  It is communication about relationship 
interaction patterns, similarities or differences between partners’ behavior, or the relationship as 
an entity (viewing the relationship with some cognitive distance as an object or topic of thought; 
Acitelli, 1988, 2008).  Relationship talk, therefore, requires knowledge of both the self and other, 
as well as a metaperspective on the relationship (Acitelli, 1988).  Relationship talk differs from 
talking within the context of the relationship, which is illustrated by an example adapted from 
Acitelli (2001, 2008).  Chris may thank Gene for being considerate, but that statement focuses on 
the individual, not the relationship.  It is not until Chris makes a comment such as, “I am happy 
to be with someone who is so considerate” that the connection between Chris and Gene becomes 
a focal point, and thus, constitutes relationship talk.  
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Relationship talk consists of content messages about the relationship (Knobloch, 
Solomon, & Theiss, 2006).  A fundamental principle within the communication field is that 
messages convey information at two levels: a content level and a relational level (Watzlawick et 
al., 1967).  At the content level, messages carry denotative meanings (e.g., “Let’s live together”).  
At the relational level, messages communicate a definition of the relationship between people 
(e.g., “Please live with me” or “I guess we could live together”).  Thus, all messages provide 
relational meaning, but only relationship talk conveys information about a partnership 
specifically in the content of messages.  Relationship talk, nevertheless, can be used in service of 
any number of purposes, so it can co-occur with other communication behaviors (e.g., 
information seeking, gaining compliance) enacted to fulfill a specific goal.  To illustrate, 
relationship talk may be similar to information seeking (e.g., asking questions; Berger & Bradac, 
1982) when partners talk about their relationship to gain knowledge about the state or the future 
of the partnership.  Likewise, relationship talk can be classified as social influence (e.g., 
convincing a partner to comply; Dillard, 1990) when individuals talk about their partnership in 
an effort to influence each other’s thinking.  Thus, there is conceptual overlap between 
relationship talk and other goal-directed communication behaviors.   
Scholarship on relationship talk has revealed two main conclusions: Relationship 
conversations are an important contributor to overall relationship health, but they can be taboo 
and threatening for partners to enact.  In terms of the benefits of relationship conversations, 
relationship talk tends to occur during important and satisfying milestones in a relationship’s 
trajectory (Baxter & Bullis, 1986) and clarifies the nature of relationships (Goldsmith & Baxter, 
1996).  When dealing with conflict, individuals rate conversations with relationship content more 
favorably than conversations devoid of relationship content (Acitelli, 1988).  Moreover, 
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individuals who talk with their partners about their relationship also seem to talk about other 
important, but potentially sensitive topics (e.g., health issues; Badr & Carmack Taylor, 2006), 
and cultivate solidarity in times of stress (Badr, Acitelli, & Carmack Taylor, 2008; Manne, 
Siegel, Kashy, & Heckman, 2014).  In certain circumstances, then, relationship conversations 
benefit partners.   
In other circumstances, partners deem relationship talk as a threat to themselves and their 
relationships.  In new and transitioning relationships, people view conversations about the state 
of the relationship as taboo because the discussions (a) threaten to destroy the relationship if the 
conversations reveal different commitment levels between partners, (b) put the speaker in a 
vulnerable position, (c) are deemed less appropriate than more subtle modes of communication, 
(d) seem futile in helping partners understand their relationship, and (e) cue too much closeness 
(Baxter & Wilmot, 1985).  Furthermore, when dating partners experience high levels of 
relational uncertainty (i.e., having questions about involvement in the relationship; Knobloch & 
Solomon, 1999), they tend to view relationship talk as threatening and unpredictable (Knobloch 
& Theiss, 2011).  In sum, relationship talk is related to dyadic well-being in both positive and 
negative ways.  
Relationship talk is essential to understand because it is central to interpersonal 
communication theorizing and it reveals the nature of relationships (Goldsmith & Baxter, 1996).  
Individuals discuss the state of their partnership through relationship talk (Baxter & Wilmot, 
1985), and, thus, relationally focused conversations are fundamental to how partners understand 
their relationships (Goldsmith & Baxter, 1996).  Despite its importance, relationship talk has not 
been subject to substantial theorizing yet.  My dissertation project seeks to advance interpersonal 
communication scholarship by tackling the fundamental question of how individuals negotiate 
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their relationships through talk.  Moreover, my investigation of the various conditions under 
which relationship talk is deemed helpful versus risky advances scholarship by clarifying 
characteristics that distinguish helpful communication practices from unhelpful ones.  Thus, my 
study adds to scholars’ understanding of important communicative mechanisms at work in 
personal relationships.   
My attempt here to build and test a theory of relationship talk also helps explain why 
certain instances of relationship talk are seen as more difficult and threatening than others.  I 
focus specifically on the threat of relationship conversations because previous research has 
documented individuals’ divergent perceptions of the threat of relationship talk.  Relationship 
talk is neither entirely problematic nor always straightforward, and previous research has 
documented both perceptions of risk and benefit associated with relationship discussions (e.g., 
Badr et al., 2008; Knobloch & Theiss, 2011).  Only a few scholars (e.g., Knobloch & Theiss, 
2011) have offered theoretical explanations for this divergence, however.  One potential 
explanation is that uncertainty about the relationship heightens the risk of talking in relational 
terms (Knobloch & Theiss, 2011).  Another possible explanation is that striving to meet certain 
goals naturally generates concerns about one’s image and relationship well-being (Brown & 
Levinson, 1987; Dillard, 1990).  Hence, my dissertation aims to integrate concepts from two 
well-developed groups of theories, theories of uncertainty and theories of communication goals, 
to explicate the varying levels of threat posed by relationship conversations.   
More pragmatic reasons exist for extending research on relationship talk as well.  
Relationship talk has important implications for dyadic well-being (Acitelli, 2008), yet little is 
known about how partners can improve their ability to engage in these conversations.  Indeed, if 
relationship talk is routinely difficult in certain situations (Baxter & Wilmot, 1985; Knobloch & 
  5   
 
 
Solomon, 2005), building practical knowledge about overcoming this difficulty would be 
beneficial.  Berger (2005) notes the appeal of theorizing about practical social skills that can be 
translated to everyday life.  Examining specific behaviors that aid partners during relationship 
conversations would be useful for educational programming, clinical services, and intervention 
efforts designed to help individuals maintain satisfying interpersonal relationships.  When people 
feel threatened by relationship talk, they may feel more comfortable hinting at relational 
messages (i.e., talking indirectly) or forgoing relationship conversations (i.e., avoiding).  
Accordingly, this dissertation also will examine how partners’ satisfaction with their 
communication is related to how much they indirectly enact and avoid relationship talk.  
My objective in this dissertation is to synthesize theorizing on uncertainty and goals to 
formulate and test a model of the degree of threat partners perceive during relationship talk, the 
behaviors they employ while engaging in relationship discussions, and the link between behavior 
and communication satisfaction.  In Chapter 2, I outline my hypothesized model and review 
literature that provides evidence for the model.  In Chapter 3, I describe the method I will use to 
test my model.  In Chapter 4, I detail my results.  Chapter 5, I interpret those results and draw 
broader theoretical and practical implications of this study.  
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CHAPTER 2: THE THEORETICAL MODEL  
My dissertation project aims to test a model that integrates theoretical constructs from 
uncertainty, goals, politeness, and avoidance literatures to explain romantic partners’ 
perceptions, enactment, and avoidance of relationship talk and the association these factors share 
with communication satisfaction.  See Figure 1 for a pictorial representation of my proposed 
model of relationship talk.  My model holds that people’s perception of relational uncertainty 
and their goals shape their perception of the threat of relationship talk.  Specifically, high 
relational uncertainty is associated with more threat, and relational uncertainty interacts with 
goals to explain the threat of relationship talk.  When people deem relationship conversations 
threatening, they are more likely to avoid the conversations or deliver messages indirectly.  
These communicative choices, in turn, are associated with communication satisfaction.  
My project focuses on two predictors, relational uncertainty and goals, both of which are 
embedded in theoretical traditions that offer strong explanations for the threat of relationship 
talk.  Uncertainty about relationship involvement (i.e., relational uncertainty; Knobloch & 
Solomon, 1999) shapes perceptions of communication (Knobloch, 2007b, 2010).  Theorizing 
about relational uncertainty suggests that a lack of information amplifies the identity and 
relational threats of relationship talk (Knobloch & Satterlee, 2009).  Examining goals provides a 
framework for analyzing the production and interpretation of messages (Caughlin, 2010).  
Research suggests that certain communicative motivations carry inherent threats (Brown & 
Levinson, 1987).  People’s goals, therefore, may be the source of threat.  Moreover, relational 
uncertainty and goals may operate interdependently, combining to mold partners’ evaluations of 
relationship conversations.  Hence, an integration of goals and relational uncertainty offers a 
refined understanding of the risks of relationship talk. 
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In terms of communication, I will examine the degree to which individuals deliver 
relationship messages indirectly and avoid relationship talk.  Both processes are central to the 
communication field (Dillard & Kinney, 1994; Goldsmith, Miller, & Caughlin, 2007) and 
represent useful frames for investigating the ways people approach relationship talk.  Although 
people generally deem openness an ideal communication behavior in romantic relationships 
(Vangelisti & Daly, 1997), partners regularly avoid relationship talk (Afifi & Burgoon, 1998; 
Baxter & Wilmot, 1985) or discuss relationship issues in indirect ways (Kunkel, Wilson, 
Olufowote, & Robson, 2003).  Given these complexities, examining both avoidance of 
relationship talk and indirect relationship messages addresses the range of behaviors partners 
employ when discussing relationship issues.  
I devote the rest of this chapter to explicating the logic underlying my hypothesized 
model.  First, I describe the model’s five theoretical constructs: relational uncertainty, goals, 
indirect communication, avoidance, and communication satisfaction.  Then, I advance 
hypotheses and research questions deduced from the literature.   
Relational Uncertainty 
Uncertainty is intrinsic to human relationships (Berger & Bradac, 1982; Knobloch & 
Satterlee, 2009).  Partners generally ponder questions about their social surroundings (Berger & 
Bradac, 1982), but in their relational lives, individuals wonder about their own or their partner’s 
commitment or the overall level of involvement that characterizes the relationship (relational 
uncertainty; Knobloch & Solomon, 1999).  In other words, questions about a partner’s character 
or demographic attributes matter when people are getting acquainted, but after partners get to 
know each other better, people may have questions about the relationship itself (Knobloch & 
Satterlee, 2009).  Siegert and Stamp (1994), for instance, found that the central issue to 
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understanding whether couples survive their first big fight is uncertainty about commitment.  
Given the important implications of relationship ambiguities, theorizing about relational 
uncertainty represents a strong base to understand conversations between romantic partners.   
Theorizing has centered on the sources and content of relational uncertainty.  Knobloch 
and Solomon (1999) identify three sources of relational uncertainty: self (questions about one’s 
own involvement in the relationship), partner (questions about a partner’s involvement in the 
relationship), and the relationship (questions about the status or future of the relationship).  In 
terms of content, individuals in dating relationships may feel uncertain about their own or their 
partner’s desire for the relationship, evaluation of the relationship, or goals for relationship 
development.  Additionally, dating partners may question the norms for behavior in the 
relationship, the mutuality of feelings, or the definition or future of the relationship.   
Examining relational uncertainty may help explain why relationship talk is particularly 
daunting in some circumstances.  When romantic partners perceive ambiguity in their 
relationship, they often anticipate negative consequences from relationship discussions and view 
relationship conversations as threatening (Knobloch & Carpenter-Theune, 2004; Knobloch & 
Theiss, 2011).  Under conditions of relational uncertainty, dating partners expect that talking 
about relationship issues would threaten both their image and their relationships (Knobloch & 
Carpenter-Theune, 2004).  Moreover, individuals across cultures may experience similar 
perceptions of threat when they feel uncertain about their relationship.  Theiss and Nagy (2013) 
demonstrated that both American and South Korean romantic partners deem relationship talk to 
be threatening as relational uncertainty increases.  Empirical evidence, therefore, suggests that as 
individuals experience higher levels of relational uncertainty, they are more likely to view 
relationship talk as fraught. 
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Theorizing implies that relational uncertainty may make relationship talk risky because it 
heightens the face threat of communicating with a partner (Knobloch & Satterlee, 2009; 
Knobloch, Satterlee, & DiDomenico, 2010).  People possess face, or a public self-image they 
wish to uphold (Brown & Levinson, 1987).  Face threats occur when a person’s preferred 
identity is impeded, denied, or challenged.  Face threats are related to greater perception of threat 
during communication for two reasons (Knobloch & Satterlee, 2009).  First, given that relational 
uncertainty encompasses questions about acceptable norms for behavior and partners’ feelings 
for one another, people risk embarrassing themselves or offending others when they do not know 
the limits for suitable behavior.  Indeed, dating partners deem relationship talk taboo, in part, 
because they do not want to make themselves look vulnerable or hurt the other person (Baxter & 
Wilmot, 1985).  Second, relational uncertainty heightens the face threat of conversations because 
partners must be mindful of all possible risks.  When inundated with questions about each other 
and the relationship, partners cannot gauge the most salient risks during relationship talk, and 
instead must account for a host of potential taboos.  In this way, partners may have to attend not 
only to threats to each other’s identity, but also to possible damage to the relationship (Baxter & 
Wilmot, 1985; Knobloch & Carpenter-Theune, 2004).  
In sum, relational uncertainty stems from questions about dyadic involvement and is 
positively associated with the threat of relationship talk (Knobloch & Carpenter-Theune, 2004; 
Knobloch & Theiss, 2011).  This association may be propelled by the dearth of information (e.g., 
rules for acceptable behavior, signs of a partner’s commitment) perceived by individuals who are 
uncertain about their partnership (Knobloch & Satterlee, 2009).  Lacking knowledge 
substantially limits a person’s ability to anticipate and mitigate the dangers that can arise during 
discussions about relationship issues.  Thus, theorizing about relational uncertainty provides a 
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foundation for understanding the threat that surrounds relationship conversations.  Although 
prior research has consistently identified a link between relational uncertainty and the threat of 
relationship talk, a first hypothesis is posed for the purposes of replication:  
H1: Relational uncertainty is positively associated with perception of threat of 
relationship talk.  
Goals 
Dillard (1997) argues that goals provide explanations of people’s behavior because goals 
often drive behavior during communication episodes.  Examining goals, in other words, reveals 
how immediate motivations structure conversations.  People produce messages that are shaped 
by their goals (Berger, 2007; O’Keefe, 1988) and individuals interpret messages based on their 
perceptions of others’ goals (Berger, 2002; Caughlin, 2010).  It follows, then, that a message’s 
meaning and its impact are intricately tied with perceptions of goals (Caughlin, 2010).  Applying 
this idea to communication between romantic partners, Dindia (2003) contends that people can 
ascribe multiple meanings to the same relational message because messages can be enacted for 
different purposes.  Thus, theorizing about goals offers a framework for understanding people’s 
motivations and perceptions during relationship discussions.  In the following section, I describe 
the goal construct and review the goals that commonly drive relationship talk.  Next, I theorize 
about the connection between goals and relational uncertainty.  Finally, I conclude the section by 
explicating ways that goals and relational uncertainty may interact to predict the threat of 
relationship talk.  
 Goal construct. Theories of communication goals argue that communication is 
purposeful and goals drive message production (Dillard, 1997; Wilson, 2007).  Among goals 
theories, goal is often defined as a future state of affairs that individuals are motivated to achieve 
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(Berger, 1997; Dillard, 1990).  Goals are considered social goals or communication goals when 
they represent end states that require interaction with others to obtain (Berger, 1997).  Goals 
exist at varying levels of abstraction (e.g., concrete subgoals are nested under less tangible 
superordinate goals; Berger, 1997; Dillard, 1997).  Moreover, people can be more or less aware 
of their goals (Craig, 1986; Dillard, 1997).  People may be conscious of an overarching goal but 
unconscious of the subgoals required to achieve the larger goal (Berger, 1997), or people’s 
awareness of their goals may be heightened in certain circumstances (e.g., when goals conflict; 
Motley, 1986).    
 A common theme that pervades theories of communication goals is that in any given 
situation there are primary goals that define the situation and secondary concerns about how 
primary goals can be achieved (Berger, 1997; Dillard, 1990; Schrader & Dillard, 1998).  Primary 
goals are communicators’ main motivations; consequently, primary goals impart meaning to 
interaction (Schrader & Dillard, 1998).  People also consider secondary concerns about 
conception of self and relationship management, which constrain how people attain primary 
goals (Dillard, Segrin, & Hardin, 1989).  Primary goals exist as approach forces that compel an 
individual to achieve a certain state of affairs, whereas secondary concerns are avoidance forces, 
which inhibit the satisfaction of the primary goal (Dillard, 1990).  Applying these constructs to 
relationship talk suggests that partners pursue a variety of primary goals during relationship 
discussions and that each of these motivations may be constrained by a desire to protect 
themselves or their relationship.   
The dynamic between primary goals and secondary concerns further explains why 
individuals feel threatened during relationship conversations.  In certain circumstances, salient 
secondary concerns make relationship conversations risky as partners must balance a desire to 
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manage their identity and protect their relationship with their desire to achieve other ends.  
Additional theorizing suggests that certain communicative situations carry inherent threats 
(Brown & Levinson, 1987).  For example, individuals may inadvertently call into question their 
partner’s likeability and worth when they show dislike for important aspects of their partner 
(e.g., criticism, ridicule, accusations) or challenge their partner’s ideas or behaviors (e.g., 
disagreements; Brown & Levinson, 1987).  Individuals may also threaten their own face, for 
instance, by admitting to a relational transgression or saying something inappropriate.  This logic 
indicates that the types of goals partners pursue during relationship talk may introduce the 
possibility of identity or relationship harm.  
Investigating goals in relationship talk also may provide insight into the diversity of 
relationship discussions.  Discussions about relationship issues do not carry a singular meaning 
(Caughlin, 2010; Dindia, 2003).  Instead, relationship messages are crafted in order to 
accomplish larger communicative goals, and they vary in form (Knobloch et al., 2006).  In some 
circumstances, then, content messages about the relationship may center on the positive nature of 
a partnership when partners are motivated to maintain the relationship (Acitelli, 2001).  In other 
situations, discussions about the relationship may be quite negative if partners are driven to voice 
their grievances (Zhang & Stafford, 2008).  Relationship talk is enacted for different purposes 
and may range in valence and character.  These variations are crucial to understand when 
examining people’s perceptions of conversations.   
One issue that may arise when examining broad communication goals is that relationship 
talk resembles other types of goal-directed communication.  For instance, conflict resolution 
(i.e., resolving incompatible views or desires; Sillars, 1980) and relational maintenance (i.e., 
keeping a relationship mutually satisfying; Dindia & Canary, 1993) are important dyadic 
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processes.  Relationship talk may be akin to conflict management strategies when a message 
about one’s relationship is employed to overcome disagreement.  Relationship talk may be 
comparable to maintenance behaviors when partners discuss their relationship to sustain an 
acceptable level of satisfaction.  Thus, there is conceptual overlap between relationship talk and 
various other phenomena because relationship talk can be used for the same purposes as other 
forms of goal-directed communication.  Although this project recognizes that relationship talk 
can correspond with other types of goal-directed communication, it focuses on how people 
evaluate relationship talk as a tool for achieving their goals or as a hazard that threatens to derail 
their goals.  
Goals in relationship talk. Empirical evidence suggests that certain primary goals 
frequently motivate relationship talk.  Partners engage in relationship conversations to seek 
information that confirms the stability or assesses the well-being of a relationship (Acitelli, 
2001), to complain when they feel their standards are not being met (Surra & Bartell, 2001; 
Zhang & Stafford, 2008), to repair the relationship after troubles are voiced (Acitelli, 2001; 
Emmers & Canary, 1996), or to affirm the relationship to keep both partners mutually satisfied 
(Acitelli, 2001; Tan, Overall, & Taylor, 2012).  Although individuals enact relationship talk for 
many reasons, the primary goals examined here are arguably the most frequent motivations 
people have.  Partners are most likely to employ relationship talk during four types of turning 
points (i.e., occurrences associated with relational change): relationship-defining events, 
relationship-deescalating events, relationship repair events, and affectionate events (Baxter & 
Bullis, 1986).  Thus, partners seem to employ relationship talk most frequently in service of 
seeking information about the nature of the relationship, highlighting areas of dissatisfaction, 
mending the relationship, and expressing positive affect about the relationship.  
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Partners are also concerned with mitigating threats to their identity or to the development 
of their relationship (Baxter & Wilmot, 1985; Knobloch & Carpenter-Theune, 2004).  As 
explained in the previous section on relational uncertainty, Knobloch and Carpenter-Theune 
(2004) surmised that the risk of relationship talk stems from concerns for one’s own image (self 
threat) and from concerns for relationship health (relationship threat).  Certain identity and 
relationship threats may be more salient than others, however.  Individuals base their 
conceptualization of face threats on their interpretation of a particular situation, as opposed to 
knowledge that is universally available (Wilson, Aleman, & Leatham, 1998).  In other words, 
face concerns gain specific meaning from context.  People discussing their relationship, do not 
worry about all threats to face, but instead show most concern for certain threats (Kunkel et al., 
2003).  Kunkel et al. (2003) identified eight threats relevant to individuals discussing their 
relationship: (a) looking too forward, (b) appearing overly needy or too dependent, (c) looking 
insensitive, (d) becoming physically unattractive to a partner, (e) feeling trapped in the current 
relationship or precluded from developing future relationships with other partners, (f) losing a 
desirable current relationship, (g) making a partner appear undesirable or inadequate, and (h) 
pressuring a partner to comply with one’s own wants.  These eight threats may represent the 
most salient context-specific concerns during relationship conversations.  
The following paragraphs continue to explicate the role of goals in relationship talk.  
Each section describes one of the four primary goals previewed above, as well as an assessment 
of the possible threats associated with that primary goal. Hence, I describe the goals people 
frequently strive to accomplish during relationship talk and the potential risks people associate 
with these motivations.   
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Seeking information. One main motivation behind people’s relationship conversations is 
to seek information about the relationship.  Acitelli (2001) suggests that couples use relationship 
talk as a means to assess the internal quality of their partnership.  In this way, couples may 
continually seek information about how well the relationship is functioning.  Acitelli suggests 
that partners who routinely gauge relationship quality seem willing to discuss relationship issues 
(i.e., relationship talk is an activity people like to do).  Other scholars equate relational 
information seeking with a desire to reduce uncomfortable feelings of uncertainty (Afifi, Dillow, 
& Morse, 2004; Emmers & Canary, 1996).  Emmers and Canary (1996) found that engaging in 
relationship talk was the most common method of reducing ambiguity after an uncertainty-
provoking event.  Gaining knowledge about relationship issues appears to be a central motivation 
among romantic partners, despite the fact that it may serve various superordinate goals.     
The motivation to obtain relational information may be tempered by individuals’ wish to 
manage how their partner sees them or their desire to remain undetected during the search.  In 
other words, partners want to obtain information in ways that are safe (Baxter & Wilmot, 1984), 
and oftentimes, direct interrogations of a partner are risky.  Partners, for instance, may fear that 
they will botch an overt conversation with a partner and look foolish (Afifi et al., 2004).  In lieu 
of direct information seeking, people use indirect social strategies called secret tests to gain 
information about the state of their relationships (Baxter & Wilmot, 1984) or elect to simply 
spend time interacting with a romantic interest (Guerrero & Chavez, 2005).  Thus, information 
seeking during relationship talk may be a primary motivation that is met with substantial 
secondary constraints.  
Complaining. A second motivation behind people’s relationship conversations is to 
discuss relationship troubles.  Specifically, partners may discuss relationship issues to address 
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areas of dissatisfaction in the partnership (i.e., complain; Cupach & Carson, 2002).  For example, 
individuals engage in more conversations with their partner when they feel that their partner or 
their relationship is not meeting their ideals (Surra & Bartell, 2001).  Moreover, when standards 
are not met, partners convey more negative than positive beliefs about each other and their 
relationship (Surra & Bartell, 2001).  Conversations about relationship issues, therefore, can be 
used to highlight ways in which people are discontent in their partnerships (Zhang & Stafford, 
2008).  This pair of findings reveals that romantic couples may discuss their relationship in quite 
negative ways. 
Unsurprisingly, complaining may endanger individuals and relationships.  Criticism, 
accusations, and disagreements naturally bring about threats to a person’s self-image because an 
individual’s character and behavior are called into question (Brown & Levinson, 1987).  In the 
case of partners complaining about their romantic relationship, individuals may feel threatened 
for various reasons.  The complainer may seem overly critical or naggy, the partner may look 
like a deficient companion, or the pair together may be portrayed as incompatible.  In fact, 
complaining about the relationship seems to be associated with the strongest threats (Zhang & 
Stafford, 2008).  Romantic partners deem complaints about the relationship as more threatening 
to their autonomy and to their image than complaints about personality characteristics, behavior, 
or physical appearance (Zhang & Stafford, 2008).  Spotlighting relationship troubles clearly 
poses risks to romantic dyads.   
Repairing the relationship. A third motivation behind people’s relationship 
conversations is to repair the partnership.  Scholars long ago identified relationship-focused talk 
within couples’ conflict episodes (Bernal & Baker, 1979).  More recently, scholars contend that 
relationship talk helps mend relational damage caused by negative relationship events (e.g., 
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unfaithfulness, jealousy, geographical distance; Emmers & Canary, 1996) and helps partners 
reconcile after relationship-deescalating events (Baxter & Bullis, 1986).  In sum, individuals 
appear to talk about their relationship when overcoming conflict and repairing damaged 
relationships.  
Some research suggests that people deem relationship talk as beneficial during times of 
relationship repair.  Acitelli (1988) found that individuals anticipate more positive outcomes 
during conflict when the conversation includes discussions about the relationship versus 
explanations of individual behavior.  Along similar lines, clinicians suggest that couples who 
communicate with a relationship focus are more helpful, validating, and understanding than 
couples who only focus on the issue of conflict or each other’s behavior (Bernal & Baker, 1979).  
The research outlined here suggests that individuals perceive more benefits than threats when 
relationship talk is meant to ameliorate relationship issues.  
Reparative relationship talk may be deemed nonthreatening because relationship-focused 
conversations shift blame away from individuals.  When partners discuss individual behavior 
during conflict, one partner or the other tends to be implicated as the source of the problem.  
People may even get locked in a never-ending cycle of arguing about which partner is to blame 
for a specific issue (Watzlawick et al., 1967).  Conversely, relationship talk, by definition, 
spotlights the relationship as the content of the message (Knobloch et al., 2006).  Hence, when 
the relationship becomes of the target of repair, partners may be less likely to attack or feel 
attacked and less likely to perceive substantial identity and relationship threats.   
Affirming the relationship. A fourth motivation behind people’s relationship 
conversations is to affirm the relationship.  Positive messages about the relationship (i.e., 
relationship-affirming messages) are a central component of relational maintenance, which 
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denotes a desire to keep a relationship in satisfactory condition (i.e., keeping the relationship 
mutually satisfying; Dindia & Canary, 1993).  It is important to draw a distinction between 
relationship affirmation and relationship maintenance, however.  The term relational 
maintenance is variously defined as keeping a relationship in satisfactory condition, keeping the 
relationship in existence, keeping the relationship in a specified state, and keeping the 
relationship in repair (Dindia & Canary, 1993).  Thus, to avoid confusion, I use the term affirm 
to reference the goal of keeping a relationship mutually satisfying.  
Scholars suggest that couples enact relationship talk as a part of affirming their 
partnerships (Acitelli, 2001; Tan et al., 2012).  Tan et al. (2012), for example, found that 
relationship-affirming conversations occur as partners discuss recent mundane events (e.g., “That 
was a good discussion we had over lunch”), and the frequency of those conversations are 
positively associated with favorable relationship evaluations later.  Tan et al. (2012) argue that 
conversations about the relationship create a sense of romantic connection and increase the 
prominence of partners’ shared relationship experiences and representations.  Discussions about 
the positive aspects of a relationship (e.g., relationship memories, shared accomplishments, 
favorable comparisons to other couples) also may help spouses maintain a connection as a couple 
as one partner battles cancer (Badr et al., 2008).  Thus, relationship conversations appear to be 
driven by a desire to sustain a satisfactory partnership.  
In general, partners aiming to affirm their relationship may feel relatively unencumbered 
by secondary concerns during their relationship conversations.  The need to portray a positive 
identity and mitigate threats to the relationship does not seem relevant when established couples 
reminisce about happy times in their relationship and their shared achievements together (Badr & 
Carmack Taylor, 2006).  An individual expressing contentment does not call into question a 
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partner’s suitability or the strength of the relationship; in fact, affirming messages reinforce a 
partner’s suitability or the strength of the relationship.  Although speaking positively about a 
relationship may be intimidating when a person does not know if a partner feels the same way 
(Guerrero & Chavez, 2005), discussing one’s relationship with the objective of maintaining 
mutual satisfaction generally constitutes a non-threatening conversation.  
Connecting goals and relational uncertainty. Although prior research suggests that 
certain relationship talk goals may pose more threat than others, goals may be closely tied to 
individuals’ level of relational uncertainty.  Understanding individuals’ relationship talk goals, in 
other words, requires knowledge of the relational climate in which these conversations occur.  
People’s thoughts, emotions, and communication are shaped by their experience of relational 
uncertainty (Knobloch, 2007a).  Theorizing about relational uncertainty suggests that ambiguity 
in relationships diminishes individuals’ ability to predict outcomes with confidence, decreases 
individuals’ perceptions of efficacy, and amplifies the evaluations people make about their 
partners and their relationships (Knobloch, 2010).  As a consequence, individuals may doubt 
their ability to carry out their goals or anticipate more negative outcomes to their goal-directed 
behavior when they question their relationship.  The following sections further explain how 
relational uncertainty and goals interact in relation to the threat of relationship talk.  Each section 
revisits one of the specific goals under investigation in this project and advances a hypothesis or 
research question about interaction effects between relational uncertainty and goals.  Table 1 
displays the hypotheses/research questions in a list format.  
Information seeking and relational uncertainty. In some ways, relationship talk seems 
ideally suited to help partners seek information about their relationship.  Dyads may benefit from 
inquiring about their relationship when they are uncertain, as the process of negotiating relational 
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uncertainty bolsters togetherness and contributes to a sense of accomplishment from 
surmounting relationship difficulties (Knobloch & Solomon, 2002).  Overt information seeking 
is risky, however, and partners often eschew direct searches in favor of less obvious methods 
(Baxter & Wilmot, 1984).  Thus, the risk of information seeking may be compounded when 
individuals are uncertain about their partnership.  Two potential reasons for this are a diminished 
capacity to confidently predict what information one might discover and a decreased confidence 
in one’s ability to enact information-seeking strategies. 
Relational uncertainty, by definition, means that partners lack confidence in their 
knowledge about the relationship (Knobloch & Solomon, 1999).  Following this logic, relational 
uncertainty may diminish individuals’ ability to anticipate outcomes with assurance (Knobloch 
& Satterlee, 2009).  On a smaller scale, partners may struggle to predict what could happen 
during important conversations with their partner.  Ambiguity about the outcome of a 
conversation may add to the threat of relational information seeking, given that people open 
themselves up to learning undesirable information when asking questions (Afifi & Burgoon, 
1998; Brashers, 2007).  Individuals may discover unequal levels of commitment within their 
partnership (Baxter & Wilmot, 1985) or a partner’s unfavorable thoughts or actions (Ickes, 
Dugosh, Simpson, & Wilson, 2003).  Although in some situations people are able to tailor their 
information seeking efforts to confirm that their partners value the relationship (Bell & Buerkel-
Rothfuss, 1990), individuals experiencing relational uncertainty have few resources to use to 
predict what type of knowledge they will gain. 
Another consequence of relational uncertainty is a reduced confidence about one’s 
communication abilities (Knobloch & Satterlee, 2009).  Relational uncertainty, for example, is 
associated with diminished fluency in dating partners’ date request messages and a reduction in 
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how much liking those messages convey (Knobloch, 2006).  Furthermore, people seem to be 
aware (and even overly critical) of their poor communication skills as relational uncertainty 
increases (Knobloch, 2006).  Given that people are less confident in their communication skills 
when they experience relational uncertainty, information seeking may be increasingly 
threatening as relationship questions arise.  Previous scholarship has documented the association 
between being uncertain (i.e., possessing more or less certainty than one desires; Afifi et al., 
2004) and diminished perceptions of efficacy.  When individuals are uncertain, especially when 
that uncertainty is anxiety-provoking, they are less likely to believe that they can successfully 
seek information about their relationship (Afifi et al., 2004).  Doubt about communication 
ability, then, may help explain the risk of relational information seeking.  Following evidence 
and theorizing from prior research, I pose a second hypothesis: 
H2: Relational uncertainty and the importance of an information-seeking goal interact, 
such that the importance of an information-seeking goal is more positively associated 
with threat when relational uncertainty is high rather than low.  
Complaining and relational uncertainty. Complaining and criticizing are inherently 
face-threatening actions (Brown & Levinson, 1987). As partners experience higher levels of 
relational uncertainty, the threat of discussing negative relational issues may increase (Solomon 
& Knobloch, 2004).  Similar to information seeking, complaining may be deemed more 
threatening when partners experience relational uncertainty because partners lack confidence in 
their ability to deliver criticism in an appropriate way.   
Research suggests that relational uncertainty is positively associated with the perceived 
threat of complaining.  Romantic partners, for instance, deem relational irritations more 
threatening as they experience uncertainty about their relationship (Theiss & Solomon, 2006).  
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Indirect evidence suggests a lack of efficacy as one possible explanation for this association.  
First, relational uncertainty is negatively associated with individuals’ confidence in their 
communication ability (Knobloch, 2006).  Thus, as people experience relational uncertainty, they 
may feel less efficacious.  Second, efficacy is negatively associated with withholding complaints.  
Dating partners are more likely to withhold complaints when they deem themselves incapable of 
initiating discussions about relational irritations (Makoul & Roloff, 1998).  These studies suggest 
that efficacy may reasonably explain why people who are uncertain about their partnership are 
more inhibited in expressing relational concerns, given that relational uncertainty is negatively 
associated with efficacy, and efficacy is negatively associated with withholding complaints.  Past 
scholarship, therefore, appears to indicate the following:  
H3: Relational uncertainty and the importance of a complaining goal interact, such that 
the importance of a complaining goal is more positively associated with threat when 
relational uncertainty is high rather than low. 
Repairing the relationship and relational uncertainty. The literature suggests two 
different views of how partners experiencing relational uncertainty perceive relationship 
conversations when they want to repair the partnership.  Some research on relationship talk and 
relational repair highlights the positive aspects of talking through troubles when partners are 
uncertain (Emmers & Canary, 1996).  This view is consistent with the argument that relationship 
repair conversations, in general, tend to be relatively non-threatening (Acitelli, 1988).  Other 
theorizing asserts that relational uncertainty contributes to negativity in relationship perceptions 
(Knobloch & Satterlee, 2009).  This logic suggests that relationship ambiguity may hinder the 
perception that partners can resolve their problems.  If partners believe that relationship 
conversations will be ineffectual in repairing their relationship, dyadic issues may become futile. 
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Several studies indicate that communicating with a relationship focus helps partners 
resolve conflict (Acitelli, 1988; Bernal & Baker, 1979), particularly when individuals are 
uncertain (Emmers & Canary, 1996).  Partners anticipate greater satisfaction and increased 
ability to resolve conflict when they discuss the relationship instead of concentrating on 
individual behavior (Acitelli, 1988).  Partners rely on relationship talk (e.g., communication 
about commitment) in order to reduce their uncertainty and mend their partnerships after a 
negative, uncertainty-provoking event (Emmers & Canary, 1996).  Thus, when individuals’ 
perception of relational uncertainty combines with a desire to repair their relationship, they may 
anticipate benefits from a relationally focused conversation.  This conclusion suggests that as 
partners face relationship ambiguity, they may be less likely to feel threatened by relationship 
discussions that are intended to repair their relationship.   
Not all literature reflects the argument that people call upon relationship talk to mend 
their partnership as relational uncertainty increases.  Although relational uncertainty is not 
inherently harmful to relationships, questions about relational involvement tend to promote a 
negative bias (Knobloch & Satterlee, 2009).  When individuals report more relational 
uncertainty, they are less likely to rate their spouses’ behavior as warm, despite outside observers 
rating their spouses’ behavior as average (Knobloch, Miller, Bond, & Mannone, 2007).  If 
partners are more negative when they face puzzling relationship circumstances, they may be less 
optimistic about finding a solution, despite wanting to resolve relationship problems.  Research 
suggests that optimism (as opposed to negativity) is crucial to perceiving that a disagreement is 
resolvable (Johnson & Roloff, 2000).  As relational uncertainty increases, then, partners may 
anticipate that attempts to resolve disagreements will not work.  Consequently, discussing 
relationship issues may be seen as a senseless rehashing of problems that only causes strife.  In 
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sum, research suggests two different accounts of how individuals may perceive relationship talk 
when they are motivated to repair their relationship but face substantial relationship questions.  
The following research question is posed to investigate this issue further: 
RQ1: How do relational uncertainty and the importance of a relationship repair goal 
interact in relation to the threat of relationship talk? 
Affirming the relationship and relational uncertainty.  Whereas relationship-affirming 
discussions may be relatively non-threatening in general, relationship affirmations may be more 
risky as relational uncertainty increases.  Conversations about positive aspects of the 
relationship, nostalgic relationship experiences, and exciting plans for the future help maintain 
satisfactory partnerships (Badr et al., 2008; Tan et al., 2012), but expressing these thoughts may 
make partners who are experiencing relational uncertainty feel vulnerable or uncomfortable.  
Moreover, individuals are less likely to recognize relationship talk from their partner when they 
have questions about their relationship (Knobloch & Solomon, 2005).  If individuals believe they 
lack relational cues from their partner, they may have less confidence in conveying positive 
feelings about the relationship.  
 For three decades, scholars have acknowledged the vulnerability that accompanies 
relationship conversations (Baxter & Wilmot, 1985).  This vulnerability perhaps is the greatest 
when one person signals romantic intent that the other does not return (Guerrero & Chavez, 
2005) or when one person is committed but the other is not (Cloven & Roloff, 1993).  People 
who display commitment and intimacy when they are not certain that a partner will reciprocate 
expose themselves to possible rejection and emotional harm.  Hence, partners may eschew 
relationship talk because they lack confidence in their characterization of the relationship or they 
fear their partners will reject or challenge their assumptions.  Empirical evidence supports this 
  25   
 
 
suggestion, as people experiencing relational uncertainty struggle to make future plans, express 
affection, and talk in ways that are considered intimate (Knobloch, 2006).  Furthermore, 
individuals facing ambiguous relationship circumstances create less relationally focused 
messages (Knobloch, 2006).  In sum, people who are uncertain about the status of their 
relationship may be hesitant to put forth relationship-affirming messages over concerns that they 
will appear more invested than their partner or they will be rejected. 
 People also are less adept at recognizing affirmation from a partner as relational 
uncertainty increases, which may compound people’s perception of threat when they are 
generating their own affirming messages.  Relational uncertainty is negatively associated with 
people’s ability to discern relationship-focused messages and messages of affection and positive 
regard (Knobloch & Solomon, 2005; Theiss & Knobloch, 2013), two crucial communication 
behaviors people use to maintain satisfying relationships (Stafford & Canary, 1991).  Individuals 
wanting to affirm their relationship likely crave reciprocity from their partner, yet ironically are 
less likely to detect reciprocated relationship-affirming messages.  With little perceived 
reassurance coming from their partners, individuals experiencing relational uncertainty may 
deem relationship talk taboo.  Although relationship affirmations are generally non-threatening, 
relational uncertainty seems to increase the risk of conveying relationally affirming messages.  
Thus, the following hypothesis is advanced:   
H4: Relational uncertainty and the importance of an affirmation goal interact such that 
the importance of an affirmation goal is positively associated with threat when relational 
uncertainty is high and is negatively associated with threat when relational uncertainty is 
low. 
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Thus far, my arguments have been focused on predicting why certain instances of 
relationship talk are more threatening than others.  An equally important purpose of my proposed 
model is to identify the various ways people approach relationship talk and how those 
communicative choices are associated with communication satisfaction.  Past scholarship has 
laid the foundation for this endeavor through examinations of enacted and avoided relationship 
talk (Knobloch & Theiss, 2011), investigations of the various dimensions of relationship talk 
(e.g., directness; Knobloch et al., 2006), and studies of the consequences associated with 
relationship talk (Acitelli, 1988; Badr et al., 2008; Tan et al., 2012).  My project builds on 
previous literature by concurrently investigating indirect relationship talk, relationship talk 
avoidance, and communication satisfaction.  Indirect relationship talk entails discussing 
relationship issues vaguely, implicitly, or in ways that hide a speaker’s goals (Acitelli, 2008; 
Dillard & Kinney, 1994).  Avoidance of relationship talk occurs as partners deem relationship 
issues off-limits in conversation and refrain from discussing them (Afifi & Burgoon, 1998; 
Baxter & Wilmot, 1985).  Communication satisfaction is a person’s positive or negative 
evaluation of a communication episode.  In the following sections, I will connect perception of 
threat with indirect relationship talk and avoided relationship talk.  I will conclude with a 
discussion of how indirect relationship talk and avoided relationship talk may correspond with 
people’s communication satisfaction.   
Indirect Relationship Talk  
Indirect relationship talk refers to relational messages that are hinted at or implied 
(Kunkel et al., 2003; Roloff & Ifert, 1998).  This definition contrasts with direct (or explicit) 
relationship talk, which involves communicating about dyadic interaction in a manner that is 
precise and clear (Acitelli, 2008; Knobloch et al., 2006).  Indirect relationship talk, in other 
  27   
 
 
words, conveys ideas through abstract inference (Knobloch et al., 2006), and may attempt to 
conceal the speaker’s goal or desired intent in the content of the message (Dillard & Kinney, 
1994).  Although some scholars have conceptualized implicit relationship talk as partners’ 
routinized use of first-person plural and possessive pronouns (e.g., we, our) that signal an 
individual’s place in a romantic unit (Acitelli, 2008), I will focus on literature that conceptualizes 
indirect relationship talk as a strategic behavior.  
Brown and Levinson’s (1987) politeness theory is useful for conceptualizing indirect 
versus direct relationship talk.  Politeness theory explains how individuals attend to their own 
and others’ identities (i.e., face) through communication.  Brown and Levinson argue that certain 
communicative actions intrinsically threaten face by denying a person’s wish to be validated 
(positive face) and/or free from imposition (negative face).  Hearkening back to the previous 
discussion of the threat of relationship talk, relationship conversations quite often carry threats to 
individuals’ positive face (e.g., appearing inadequate as a partner) and negative face (e.g., 
pressuring a partner to comply; Kunkel et al., 2003). 
Politeness theory outlines the options individuals have for delivering potentially 
threatening messages.  At times, individuals use efficient, but potentially damaging bald-on-
record statements, which entail using direct, unambiguous statements that quickly and clearly 
deliver a message but blatantly risk face loss (Brown & Levinson, 1987).  Conversely, 
individuals may employ off-record strategies, which include hinting and ambiguity.  Hinting 
occurs when individuals invite others to infer meaning from seemingly irrelevant statements or 
outwardly incongruous messages. Ambiguity involves implicating meaning through vague or 
general comments (Brown & Levinson, 1987).  Off-record strategies like hinting and ambiguity 
minimize face threats by setting up the possibility that other, non-face-threatening intentions can 
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be claimed if a person is offended by a speaker’s actions (Brown & Levinson, 1987).  In this 
way, off-record strategies offer two possibilities for evading threat: by denying that a risk to face 
was intended or by conveying the content without having to say it directly.  Individuals also may 
soften or remedy face-threatening messages via strategies such as hedging.  Hedging occurs as 
partners strive to make potentially damaging comments sound more tentative through phrases 
like “I think” or “I don’t know” (Brown & Levinson, 1987).  In contrast to direct statements, 
indirect actions such as hinting and hedging offer some protection against face loss.  
 Politeness theory not only offers a conceptualization of direct versus indirect 
communication, but the theory also delineates the circumstances that propel people to choose one 
strategy over the other.  At the most basic level, communicators use direct statements when 
circumventing face threats is relatively unimportant, and they turn to more indirect strategies 
when preventing face loss is crucial (Brown & Levinson, 1987).  Said another way, people are 
more likely to employ indirect messages when potential threats are grave.  Applying this logic to 
relationship talk, partners may utilize more indirect statements when relationship conversations 
are threatening to themselves and their partnerships.  
 Complicating this basic tendency is the fact that saving face may become less important 
in intimate relationships than in distant ones.  Brown and Levinson (1987) posit that individuals 
attempt to mitigate face loss more when interacting with strangers and acquaintances than with 
close partners.  Empirical evidence, nevertheless, supports the assertion that partners are more 
indirect during relationship discussions when they perceive threats (Kunkel et al., 2003; Roloff 
& Ifert, 1998; Wilson, Kunkel, Robson, Olufowote, & Soliz, 2009).   
 Research suggests romantic partners strive to mitigate the identity and relationship threats 
of relationship talk by hinting at relational requests (Kunkel et al., 2003), hedging their thoughts 
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with tentative language (Wilson et al., 2009), and tacitly agreeing to avoid certain topics (Roloff 
& Ifert, 1998).  Kunkel et al. (2003) asked individuals to imagine three relationship 
conversations: initiating (i.e., asking someone on a date), intensifying (i.e., requesting 
exclusivity), or terminating (i.e., ending romantic involvement).  Particularly when envisioning a 
break-up conversation, people appeared to use more hints so that they would not seem like they 
were pressuring the fictional partner (Kunkel et al., 2003).  In a follow-up study, Wilson et al. 
(2009) found that people imagining a date request scenario couched their requests in tentative 
language (i.e., hedging, “I was wondering if maybe you would want to go out?”) in order to 
alleviate concerns that they appeared too forward, imposing, or unattractive.  Wilson et al. (2009) 
also found that when asking a hypothetical partner to become exclusive, individuals were more 
likely to refer to relationship escalation indirectly  (e.g., demonstrating general interest in a 
partner’s life) rather than offer direct statements (e.g., statements of caring and affect), perhaps to 
prevent looking overly dependent.  Finally, Roloff and Ifert (1998) found that dating partners 
preferred to hint at or imply certain topics should be off-limits when those topics were 
relationally harmful.  Roloff and Ifert surmise that individuals feel threatened when they know 
they disagree about some crucial relationship issue.  Consequently, they choose to tacitly 
negotiate the issue’s status as off-limits.  The three studies reviewed here suggest the following 
hypothesis:  
H5: Perception of threat is positively associated with indirect relationship talk.  
Avoided Relationship Talk  
Avoidance of relationship talk occurs when individuals eschew discussing relationship 
issues with a partner (Afifi & Burgoon, 1998; Baxter & Wilmot, 1985).  Avoiding relationship 
talk involves both the cognitive decision to intentionally refrain from discussing relationship 
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topics (topic avoidance) and the behaviors exhibited in an attempt to evade specific 
conversations (behavioral avoidance; Afifi, Afifi, Morse, & Hamrick, 2008).  Examples of 
behavioral avoidance include: shifting topics, providing brief responses, using humor to lighten 
the conversation, challenging the validity of the topic, and being hostile (Afifi et al., 2008).  
Examining avoided relationship talk in addition to enacted relationship talk is a vital endeavor.  
A burgeoning perspective in communication research shows that openness and avoidance are 
separate dimensions of communication, not endpoints on the same continuum (Caughlin, 
Mikucki-Enyart, Middleton, Stone, & Brown, 2011).  Moreover, people may rarely communicate 
freely and regularly without restraint (Goldsmith & Domann-Scholz, 2013), and scholars have 
consistently identified the state of the relationship as a commonly avoided topic among romantic 
partners (Afifi & Burgoon, 1998; Baxter & Wilmot, 1985).  These studies lay the foundation for 
additional examinations of relationship talk avoidance.   
Empirical evidence suggests that individuals evade relationship conversations when they 
fear the discussions will endanger themselves (e.g., their feelings or self-image) or their 
relationship (Knobloch & Carpenter-Theune, 2004; Knobloch & Theiss, 2011; Theiss & Estlein, 
2014).  Romantic partners nominate state-of-the-relationship talk as a topic they typically avoid, 
and they report that communicating about that topic would damage their identity and the 
partnership (Knobloch & Carpenter-Theune, 2004).  Knobloch and Theiss (2011) found that 
dating dyads’ appraisals of self and relationship threat were positively correlated with their 
reports of relationship talk avoidance.  Furthermore, individuals specifically declare relationship 
conversations taboo because they do not want to feel vulnerable (Baxter & Wilmot, 1985) and 
they do not want to make themselves or their partner uncomfortable (Roloff & Ifert, 1998).  
People also curtail relationship conversations because they worry discussing dyadic issues will 
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create problems (Afifi & Burgoon, 1998) or reveal discordant relationship perceptions (Baxter & 
Wilmot, 1985).  Avoidance, in other words, offers a level of protection against potential identity 
and relationship damage (Caughlin & Afifi, 2004).   
The association between threat and avoidance of relationship talk comports with other 
scholarship on avoidance in interpersonal relationships.  Guerrero and Afifi (1995) found that 
family members avoid certain topics because they anticipate being criticized, judged, or 
embarrassed by the conversation (i.e., self threat).  College students and their parents avoid when 
they worry a topic will undermine their relationship or cause conflict (i.e., relationship threat; 
Caughlin & Petronio, 2004).  Families avoid talking about illness to protect themselves and each 
other from being overcome by strong negative emotion (Caughlin et al., 2011).  In sum, the logic 
connecting avoidance of relationship talk to perception of threat is consistent with a well-
established body of research on avoidance. 
Uncertainty theories also offer support for the association between threat and avoiding 
relationship conversations.  Predicted outcome value theory (Sunnafrank, 1986), uncertainty 
management theory (Brashers, 2007), and the theory of motivated information management 
(Afifi et al., 2004) all postulate that communication will be avoided if individuals forecast that 
talking about an issue will produce negative rather than positive consequences.  Afifi et al. 
(2004) found that romantic partners were more likely to avoid discussing relationship issues 
(specifically, seeking information about the relationship) when they anticipated negative 
outcomes from the conversation.   
Hample and Dallinger’s (1987) work on cognitive editing standards offers a final source 
of support for the logic that partners avoid relationship talk when they deem it threatening.  
Hample and Dallinger contend that people simultaneously formulate and edit their 
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communication, choosing to express some thoughts and suppress others.  A common standard 
that keeps people from issuing certain messages stems from the threat a message presents.  
Hence, potential injury to oneself and negative repercussions for the relationship are reasons to 
avoid.  With support from various groups of literature, the following hypothesis is asserted:  
H6: Perception of threat of relationship talk is positively associated with the avoidance of 
relationship talk.  
Communication Satisfaction  
As a final part of my theoretical model, I will theorize about the consequences of indirect 
and avoided relationship talk.  Hecht (1978a) nominates communication satisfaction as a useful 
dependent measure of interpersonal communication processes because it attends to the results of 
an actual communication episode.  Although communication satisfaction has been 
conceptualized as an affective response (Hecht, 1978b), other scholars conceptualize satisfaction 
as a positive evaluation or favorable judgment (Mattson, Rogge, Johnson, Davidson, & Fincham, 
2013; Weiss, 2002).  Hence, individuals’ satisfaction with a particular communication episode 
depends on their positive or negative evaluation of the interaction. 
Theorizing suggests that people deem an interaction satisfying when they expect a 
positive outcome from the interaction (i.e., achieving a desired outcome or avoiding an 
undesirable outcome) and their expectations are met (Hecht, 1978b; Skinner, 1953).  Applying 
this logic to relationship talk, people may evaluate relationship conversations favorably when 
people meet their positive expectations (e.g., receive reassurance of a partner’s commitment) or 
when they avert an anticipated negative outcome (e.g., avoid hurting a partner’s feelings).  Of 
particular interest in this study is that individuals’ desire to evade negative outcomes may help 
explain why individuals are satisfied when they hint at or circumvent relationship talk.  If people 
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expect a conversation will harm their image or damage their relationship, they may deem indirect 
references or avoidance as favorable because these actions help them mitigate identity and 
relationship risks.   
 Although communication satisfaction may be logically linked to how people discuss 
relationship issues, few scholars have investigated the connection between communication 
satisfaction and relationship talk, especially indirect and avoided relationship talk.  Nevertheless, 
studies of indirect communication and avoidance may offer preliminary insight into the 
connection between those behaviors and communication satisfaction.  In the following two 
sections, I will review scholarship about indirect communication and avoidance to highlight 
connections to communication satisfaction. 
Indirect relationship talk. There is some evidence to suggest that indirect relationship 
talk is evaluated positively.  Theorizing from a politeness perspective, for instance, proposes that 
partners may be satisfied when they employ more indirect strategies and cooperatively mitigate 
face threats during relationship conversations (Brown & Levinson, 1987).  Individuals, in other 
words, tend to dislike communicating in ways that are threatening and may be more satisfied 
when they deliver perilous messages indirectly.  Partners appear to judge implicit agreements not 
to discuss sensitive subjects more favorably than explicit agreements, because explicitly 
declaring a topic taboo can be seen as a negative, desperate method of handling disagreement 
(Roloff & Ifert, 1998).  Furthermore, indirectness may be preferred because explicit statements 
can be jarring (Dillard & Kinney, 1994).  Dillard and Kinney (1994) found that explicitness of 
influence messages positively predicted heart rate and skin conductance, suggesting that explicit 
messages are associated with increased physiological responses.  Upon further scrutiny of the 
hypothetical scenarios used in Dillard and Kinney’s study, the explicit requests appear to be 
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brought up suddenly with little prefacing.  Participants’ heightened physiological response may 
reflect the shock people feel when they are confronted directly.  In this way, indirect statements 
may be less provocative than direct assertions.  These lines of research suggest indirectness may 
be positively associated with communication satisfaction.    
Several bodies of research suggest that indirect communication and communication 
satisfaction may share a negative association.  First, in studies of sexual communication, indirect 
communication is generally linked with couples’ dissatisfaction (Theiss, 2011).  Examined in 
reverse, explicit communication about a dyad’s first sexual experience increases the likelihood 
that a partner will deem the experience a positive and significant relationship event (Theiss & 
Solomon, 2007).  Theiss and Solomon (2007) surmise that explicit communication is linked with 
satisfying experiences because direct communication provides partners the opportunity to 
negotiate intimacy, reach mutual understanding, enhance self-efficacy, and reduce uncertainty.  
Second, studies of interpersonal influence show that explicit influence messages may reveal 
solidarity and liking (Dillard, Kinney, & Cruz, 1996; Dillard, Palmer, & Kinney, 1995).  Dillard 
et al. (1996) speculate that people expect close others to have some control over their lives, and 
therefore, people interpret explicit requests and advice as a sign of unity.  Third, scholarship on 
divorce-related communication documents a negative association between parents’ ambiguity 
and young adults’ communication satisfaction (McManus & Nussbaum, 2011).  McManus and 
Nussbaum (2011) suggest that parents’ ambiguous divorce disclosures may be dissatisfying 
when children crave certainty about the future of their family.  These lines of research suggest 
that direct communication may be judged more positively than indirect communication.   
The results reviewed in the previous two paragraphs suggest a complex association 
between relationship talk and communication satisfaction.  In some ways, people may deem 
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indirect relationship talk as a satisfying form of communication because it is more polite and less 
abrupt than direct communication. In other ways, people may deem indirect relationship talk less 
satisfying, because direct communication can facilitate relationship growth, signal affiliation, 
and reduce uncertainty.  Indeed, scholars have documented a commonly held belief that romantic 
partners should be open with one another (Vangelisti & Daly, 1997), which implies direct 
communication may be preferable.  The conceptual divide regarding the association between 
indirectness and communication satisfaction raises the following question:  
RQ2: How are communication satisfaction and indirect relationship talk associated?    
Avoided relationship talk. The association between avoidance of relationship talk and 
communication satisfaction may be equally complex.  Avoidance literature generally suggests 
that avoidance of relationship issues accompanies dissatisfaction (Caughlin & Golish, 2002; 
Dailey & Palomares, 2004; Theiss & Estlein, 2014), yet scholars contend that not all instances of 
avoidance are inevitably dissatisfying (Caughlin & Afifi, 2004).  Individuals may feel content 
with their communication when they engage in a lengthy conversation about an issue that is not 
discussed again, eschew discussing some topics in favor of other topics, or perceive that others 
are willing to talk if the need arose (Caughlin et al., 2011; Goldsmith & Domann‐Scholz, 2013).  
Nevertheless, people may perceive avoidance dissatisfying because partners commonly equate 
unfettered communication with “good” or “healthy” relationships (Goldsmith & Domann‐
Scholz, 2013; Vangelisiti & Daly, 1997). 
Although scholarship that specifically examines avoidance of relationship talk and 
communication satisfaction is scant, at least one study hints that people may evaluate avoidance 
of relationship talk negatively, whereas another study suggests people may view avoidance 
positively.  In an examination of siblings’ conversations about jealousy in their relationship, 
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Bevan and Stetzenbach (2007) found that the more siblings avoided (e.g., became silent or quiet, 
acted disinterested, denied feeling jealous), the less likely they were to feel satisfied with their 
interaction.  Conversely, Afifi and Burgoon (1998) propose that dating partners and cross-sex 
friends may prefer to avoid relationship conversations rather than find out negative information.  
If this is the case, avoidance of relationship talk may be evaluated positively. 
In sum, previous scholarship implies that individuals may deem avoidance of relationship 
talk dissatisfying in some circumstances but not in others.  People may believe that avoiding 
conversations about relationship issues is not ideal and reflects an emotional distance or intimacy 
problems (Caughlin & Afifi, 2004; Merrill & Afifi, 2012).  Therefore, partners may worry that 
their relationship is in trouble when individuals avoid.  In this way, avoidance of relationship talk 
may be negatively associated with communication satisfaction.  In contrast, people may 
recognize that avoidance is a communication strategy meant to protect the feelings of loved ones 
(Caughlin & Afifi, 2004).  Hence, avoiding relationship talk may be positively associated with 
communication satisfaction.  This association clearly deserves further examination.  Thus, the 
following research question is posed:  
RQ3:  How are communication satisfaction and avoidance of relationship talk associated? 
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CHAPTER 3: METHOD 
My goal with this dissertation is to test a model that (a) synthesizes logic on relational 
uncertainty and goals to explain romantic partners’ perception of threat during relationship 
conversations, (b) connects perception of threat with indirect relationship talk and relationship 
talk avoidance, and (c) links indirectness and avoidance with communication satisfaction.  
Specifically, I hypothesize that relational uncertainty is positively associated with threat (H1).  
Moreover, I predict that relational uncertainty interacts with goals such that an information 
seeking goal (H2) and a complaining goal (H3) are more positively associated with threat when 
relational uncertainty is high rather than low, and an affirmation goal is positively associated 
with threat when relational uncertainty is high and negatively associated with threat when 
relational uncertainty is low (H4).  I pose a research question about the interaction between 
relational uncertainty and a relationship repair goal in their association with threat (RQ1).  I 
further hypothesize that the threat of relationship talk is positively associated with indirect (H5) 
and avoided (H6) relationship talk.  Finally, I investigate how indirect (RQ2) and avoided (RQ3) 
relationship talk are associated with communication satisfaction.  
Testing my model requires measuring both communicative (e.g., indirect relationship 
talk) and cognitive (e.g., relational uncertainty) variables.  Given the variety and complexity of 
the concepts in my model, a multi-method project is needed.  Multi-method research is 
appropriate for triangulating measures, which provides clarity on complex concepts and 
addresses biases inherent in any single-method approach (Denscombe, 2008).  Hence, I combine 
observational and self-report procedures to test my hypothesized model.  
Observational studies, which record interactional events for evaluation by an outside 
observer, are adept for analyzing detailed communication episodes and are well suited for 
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examinations of relationships “in progress” (i.e., seeing and hearing people interact as they might 
in real life; Sillars, 1986, p. 198).  Observational methods also circumvent some of the biases 
inherent in people’s self-reports (Knobloch et al., 2006).  Hence, I observed college romantic 
partners’ relationship conversations to gather detailed and lifelike information about how 
partners engage in relationship talk, particularly partners’ use of indirect relationship talk and 
avoidance behaviors.  One limitation of observational methods, however, is that outside 
observers may not recognize important instances of communication because observers are not 
attuned to relationship-specific meanings (Knobloch et al., 2006).  Observational methods also 
may offer limited realism.  Interactions that are prompted by researchers and carried out under 
the surveillance of researchers may have trouble maintaining the spontaneity and naturalness of 
conversations that occur every day (Sillars, 1986).  To address these concerns, I employed self-
report methods to complement the observational methods.  Self-report methods may capture 
crucial communication overlooked by observers.  They also provide the ability to solicit people’s 
reports of realism to control for variation in the tests of hypotheses and research questions. 
Self-report methods require participants to offer information about their own behavior, 
attitudes, or beliefs.  Self-report questions, in general, allow partners to identify idiosyncratic 
communication that may not be recognizable to people outside the partnership.  Romantic 
partners, therefore, may be more capable of distinguishing references to the relationship that are 
couched in personalized language or rely on relationship-specific knowledge (Knobloch et al., 
2006).  Self-report procedures are also the most practical method for assessing phenomena that 
are imperceptible to outsiders during interaction.  Thus, I used self-report questions to assess 
partners’ relational uncertainty, communication goals, perception of threat, and communication 
satisfaction.  One drawback of self-report methods is that individuals’ reports of their behavior 
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may be muddied by their thoughts about how their relationship is functioning overall (Knobloch 
et al., 2006).  When people question their romantic involvement, for instance, people tend to 
interpret their partner’s communication with more pessimism (Knobloch & Satterlee, 2009).  In 
summary, with benefits and limitations to both types of methods, I chose to pair observational 
procedures and self-report questions because the two methods complement one another and 
facilitate the triangulation of measures.   
Participants 
A total of 138 individuals who composed 69 heterosexual couples (n = 69 females, 69 
males) participated for course extra credit or a $5 gift card from a national retailer.  Participants 
were recruited from communication classes at a large Midwestern university and invited to 
participate in a video-recorded conversation with their dating partner or a friend with romantic 
potential.  Individuals registered to participate through a website and were asked to sign up for a 
time to report to a specified research location on the university’s campus.   
Participants ranged in age from 18 to 29 (M = 20.26 years, SD = 1.57 years). They were 
White/Caucasian (58.0%), Asian/Pacific Islander (15.2%), Hispanic/Latino/a (11.6%), African 
American/Black (10.1%), and other (5.1%).  A majority of individuals were in serious dating 
relationships (72.5%), with fewer numbers of casual daters (15.2%), friends with romantic intent 
(8.7%), spouses (2.2%), and people engaged to be married (1.4%).  The average length of 
romantic involvement was 17.26 months (range 1 to 94 months, SD = 18.44 months).  
Procedures 
Upon arrival at the research laboratory, participating dyads were placed randomly into 
one of four conditions, each representing a different communication goal: information seeking, 
complaining, repairing, and affirming.  The four conditions varied in the conversation task that 
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participants were asked to complete.  The conversation prompts, which appear in Table 2, were 
adapted from previous studies (Baxter & Wilmot, 1984; Knobloch et al., 2006; Sillars, Holman, 
Richards, Jacobs, Koerner, & Reynolds-Dyk, 2014).  Groups based on the four goal-oriented 
conversation tasks were not used as experimental conditions in this study.  Instead, the 
conversation prompts served as a guide for participants’ interactions and encouraged variation in 
conversation topics among the dyads.    
Data collection occurred in two phases.  In the first phase, the members of the dyad were 
taken to separate rooms where they completed a pre-conversation survey to provide background 
information about themselves and their relationship.  Specifically, participants responded to self-
report items about relationship status, relationship length, relational uncertainty, relational 
satisfaction (not used in the current study), and demographics (age, gender, and ethnicity).  
Participants also were asked to read through the conversation task they would be completing 
(one of the four goal-oriented communication tasks from Table 2) and were asked to rate how 
threatening they anticipated the assigned conversation would be and how important various goals 
would be during the conversation.  Participants answered the survey questions on laptops 
provided by the researcher.   
In the second phase, researchers ushered both members of the dyad into a discussion 
room where their conversation would take place.  Each dyad first engaged in a 3-minute warm-
up conversation, which allowed participants to acclimate to their surroundings and allowed 
researchers to test the recording equipment.  For the warm-up conversation, each dyad was asked 
to talk about a casual, everyday topic (e.g., small talk, sports, current events).  Participants were 
asked not to discuss the answers they provided on the questionnaire during the warm-up.  After 
completing the warm-up, participants reviewed the description of the goal-oriented conversation 
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task they were assigned and began a 7-minute discussion on the assigned topic.  Each dyad’s 
conversation was video-recorded.  Once participants finished their conversation, they were 
separated and filled out a post-discussion questionnaire that included assessments of indirect 
relationship talk, avoidance of relationship talk, and communication satisfaction.  Finally, 
participants were debriefed and thanked for their participation.  The research procedures took 
approximately 30 minutes to complete.   
Measures  
I conducted measurement analyses on all self-report scales and I report those results as I 
describe my measures.  First, I performed confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) using AMOS 
software to assess the factor structure of the data.  If the scales measure a construct 
unidimensionally, items assessing each construct should fit a measurement model in which each 
construct is represented as a factor (latent variable) with respective items as indicators.  In order 
for a given measurement model to fit the data, it must pass the tests of internal and external 
consistency.  The criterion of internal consistency holds that (a) all items must be positively 
correlated at the same magnitude, and (b) matrices of predicted and observed correlations do not 
show significant deviations from one another.  Similarly, the criterion of external consistency 
(parallelism) holds that (a) all items must be positively correlated with an external scale at the 
same magnitude, and (b) the predicted and observed correlations do not deviate significantly 
(Reinard, 2006).  I used the χ2/df ratio, the Comparative Fit Index (CFI), and the root mean 
square error of approximation (RMSEA) to determine the fit of the CFA models.  The 
requirements for model fit were set at χ2/df < 3.00, CFI > .95, and RMSEA < .10 (Browne & 
Cudeck, 1993; Reinard, 2006).  I also assessed the psychometric properties of the scales, 
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including the (a) mean, (b) standard deviation, (c) skewness, and (d) kurtosis of each item, and 
the reliability of each scale using the Cronbach’s alpha statistic. 
I created individual measurement models for each construct, which entailed building 
separate models for any subscales.  I employed a modified version of Huston, McHale, and 
Crouter’s (1986) Marital Opinion Questionnaire as the external scale for all CFA models.  The 
relationship satisfaction measure contains nine items.  Eight items are assessed on 6-point 
semantic differential scales that ask participants to evaluate the extent to which two bipolar 
adjectives describe their relationship: (a) enjoyable-miserable, (b) rewarding-disappointing, (c) 
full-empty, (d) hopeful-discouraging, (e) interesting-boring, (f) friendly-lonely, (g) worthwhile-
useless, and (h) brings out the best in me-does not give me much chance.  The ninth question 
elicits an overall assessment of satisfaction (1 = completely dissatisfied, 6 = completely 
satisfied): “How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with your relationship?”  Huston et al.’s 
measure showed excellent reliability (α = .94) and model fit, χ2/df (27) = 1.70, CFI = .97, 
RMSEA = .07, when evaluated in a model that included a 3-item direct avoidance measure 
(created for this study) as the external scale.  In the following section, I report model fit statistics 
on measurement models that include Huston et al.’s relational satisfaction measure as the 
external scale. 
In addition to assessing the reliability of my self-report measures, I evaluated the 
reliability of outside observers’ judgments of the observational data (i.e., ratings of indirect 
relationship talk and avoidance of relationship talk).  I report reliability calculations as I describe 
those measurement procedures.  I calculated intercoder reliability using Krippendorff’s alpha 
(Krippendorff, 2004).  Krippendorff’s alpha is a reliability coefficient that compares observed 
disagreement among judges’ ratings with the disagreement one would expect when the rating is 
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attributable to chance (Krippendorff, 2011).  Krippendorff’s alpha is a versatile coefficient that 
accommodates any number of raters, any level of measurement, and missing or incomplete data 
(Krippendorff, 2004, 2011).  I set the requirement for reliability at α ≥ .70, which is comparable 
to the intercoder reliability achieved in previous studies of dyadic interaction (Snyder, Tanke, & 
Berscheid, 1977; Van Der Heide, Schumaker, Peterson, & Jones, 2013).  
Covariates. Scholars have found significant differences in frequency and perceptions of 
relationship talk based on biological sex (e.g., Acitelli, 2008), relationship status (e.g., romantic 
intent versus mutual romance; Guerrero & Chavez, 2005), and length of romantic interest 
(Knobloch et al., 2006).  Hence, I included these three variables as covariates.  Participants 
reported their sex based on a binary categorization (-1= male, 1= female). Participants reported 
their relationship status based on the following categorizations: friendship with romantic intent, 
casually dating, seriously dating, engaged, married, or other. These categories were modified 
from previous research (e.g., Knobloch & Solomon, 2004) and are roughly ordered by projected 
intimacy level.  Participants indicated the length of romantic interest by reporting how long in 
years or months they had been romantically interested in their partner.  Relationship status was 
calculated as an ordinal variable (1 = friendship with romantic intent, 5 = married), whereas 
length of romantic interest was calculated as a continuous variable in months.   
In addition, I assessed the degree to which participants perceived their conversations to 
be realistic.  Realism ratings provide a means of controlling for people’s perceptions of the 
artificiality of the research setting.  Four items (1 = strongly disagree, 6 = strongly agree) 
measured realism (Knobloch & Solomon, 2005): (a) this conversation is realistic in my 
relationship, (b) this conversation is typical in my relationship, (c) this kind of conversation 
happens often in my relationship, and (d) this kind of conversation is unnatural in my 
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relationship.  The final item was reverse-scored.  The measurement model assigned all indicators 
to one latent factor.  Analyses revealed acceptable fit for the unidimensional scale, χ2/df (64) = 
1.88, CFI = .96, RMSEA = .08, and acceptable reliability (α = .84).  The variable for realism was 
calculated by averaging scores for these four items (M = 4.70, SD = 1.09). 
Relational uncertainty. I measured self, partner, and relationship uncertainty using an 
abbreviated version of Knobloch and Solomon’s (1999) relational uncertainty scale, a measure 
that has shown acceptable validity and reliability in past studies (Knobloch, 2005, 2006, 2008).  
Participants responded to items on a 6-point Likert-type scale (1 = completely or almost 
completely uncertain, 6 = completely or almost completely certain), and scores were reverse 
coded so that higher values indicate more relational uncertainty.  
The 11-item scale begins with the prompt “How certain are you about…” and follows 
with statements that describe the three sources of relational uncertainty (Knobloch et al., 2007).  
This scale originally contained 12 items, but CFA procedures indicated one item should be 
eliminated from the relationship uncertainty subscale to achieve acceptable model fit. Items for 
self uncertainty include: (a) how you feel about your relationship, (b) your view of your 
relationship, (c) how important your relationship is to you, and (d) your goals for the future of 
the relationship.  Items gauging partner uncertainty include: (a) how your partner feels about 
your relationship, (b) your partner’s view of your relationship, (c) how important your 
relationship is to your partner, and (d) your partner’s goals for the future of your relationship.  
Items assessing relationship uncertainty include: (a) the future of the relationship, (b) the current 
status of your relationship, and (c) the definition of your relationship (Knobloch et al., 2007; 
Knobloch & Solomon, 1999).  
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CFA procedures documented three unidimensional subscales with acceptable fit: (a) self 
uncertainty, χ2/df (64) = 1.80, CFI = .97, RMSEA = .08; (b) partner uncertainty, χ2/df (64) = 
1.88, CFI = .97, RMSEA = .08; and (c) relationship uncertainty, χ2/df (53) = 2.02, CFI = .96, 
RMSEA = .09.  Items on each of the three scales also reliably measured self uncertainty (α = 
.92), partner uncertainty (α = .94), and relationship uncertainty (α = .87). The variables of self 
uncertainty (M = 1.84, SD = 0.96), partner uncertainty (M = 2.02, SD = 1.08), and relationship 
uncertainty (M = 1.94, SD = 1.06) were calculated by averaging the scores of the items for each 
of the three scales. 
Self-reported importance of goals. Although participants were asked to discuss one of 
four specific goals as part of research protocol, participants reasonably could have endorsed 
more than one goal as important during their conversation.  Thus, all participants assessed the 
degree to which they considered each of the four goals important during their conversations via 
12 self-report items (created for this study).  The items are measured on 6-point Likert scales (1 
= strongly disagree, 6 = strongly agree) and begin with the prompt “During the conversation, it 
will be important for me to…”  Three items for the information-seeking goal include: (a) gain 
information, (b) increase my understanding, and (c) obtain knowledge.  Three items for the 
complaining goal include: (a) talk about relationship problems, (b) discuss something that was 
troubling me, and (c) discuss a negative aspect of my relationship.  Three items for the repairing 
goal include: (a) work through a disagreement, (b) resolve a dispute, and (c) reconcile different 
opinions on a matter.  Items for the affirming goal include: (a) talk about a happy feature of my 
relationship, (b) discuss a positive part of my relationship, and (c) talk about a pleasant aspect of 
my relationship.  
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CFA procedures showed four unidimensional subscales with acceptable fit: (a) 
information seeking, χ2/df (53) = 1.42, CFI = .98, RMSEA = .06; (b) complaining, χ2/df (53) = 
1.31, CFI = .99, RMSEA = .05; (c) repairing, χ2/df (53) = 1.24, CFI = .99, RMSEA = .04; and 
(d) affirming, χ2/df (53) = 1.28, CFI = .99, RMSEA = .05.  Items on each of the scales also 
reliably measured motivations to seek information (α = .85), complain (α = .93), repair the 
relationship (α = .92), and affirm the relationship (α = .88).  Self-reported goal importance was 
calculated by averaging scores for the three items that corresponded with each goal (information 
seeking: M = 4.89, SD = 0.89; complaining: M = 3.89, SD = 1.49; repairing: M = 5.17, SD = 
0.83; affirming: M = 4.00, SD = 1.48).   
Perceptions of threat of relationship talk. The threat of relationship talk was 
operationalized through an adaptation of two previous measures (Knobloch & Carpenter-Theune, 
2004; Kunkel et al., 2003).  These self-report scales measure the relationship threat, self threat, 
and context-specific face threats of relationship talk, and have shown acceptable validity and 
reliability in multiple studies (e.g., Knobloch & Theiss, 2011; Wilson et al., 2009).  All 26 items 
are assessed on 6-point Likert scales (1 = strongly disagree, 6 = strongly agree).   
Six items measure relationship threat and self threat and begin with the same prompt 
(“This conversation would …”).  Three items for relationship threat include: (a) threaten the 
relationship, (b) have a negative effect on the relationship, and (c) damage the relationship 
(Knobloch & Carpenter-Theune, 2004).  Three items for self threat include: (a) damage my 
image, (b) make me feel vulnerable, and (c) be threatening to me (Knobloch & Carpenter-
Theune, 2004).  CFA procedures documented two unidimensional subscales with acceptable fit: 
(a) relationship threat, χ2/df (53) = 1.75, CFI = .97, RMSEA = .08; and (b) self threat, χ2/df (53) 
= 1.97, CFI = .95, RMSEA = .09. Items on each of the scales reliably measured relationship 
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threat (α = .94) and self threat (α = .73).  The variables for relationship threat (M = 1.85, SD = 
0.97) and self threat (M = 2.11, SD = 0.96) were calculated by averaging scores for the items 
corresponding to each type of threat.  
Twenty additional items measured context-specific face threats of relationship 
discussions (adapted from Kunkel et al., 2003).  Kunkel et al. (2003) originally identified eight 
face threats, but one is redundant with relationship threat (losing a current desirable relationship).  
Thus, I measured seven context-specific face threats.  Fifteen items assess threats to a person’s 
own positive or negative face and five items assess threats to a partner’s positive or negative 
face.   
Twelve items assessed threats to one’s own positive face, each beginning with a similar 
stem (“This conversation would make me look…”).  Three items measured concerns about 
appearing too forward: (a) too forward, (b) too pushy, and (c) too aggressive.  Three items 
measured concerns about appearing overly needy: (a) overly needy, (b) too attached, and (c) too 
desperate.  Three items measured concerns about appearing insensitive: (a) uncaring, (b) hurtful, 
and (c) insensitive.  Three items measured concerns about appearing physically unattractive: (a) 
physically unattractive, (b) physically unappealing, and (c) ugly.  Three items assessed threats to 
one’s own negative face (i.e., precluding future relationships with other partners/feeling trapped).  
Items for one’s own negative face begin with the stem “This conversation would make me 
feel…” and include: (a) restrained from exploring other relationships, (b) restricted from dating 
others in the future, and (c) trapped in this relationship.   
Two items assessed threats to the partner’s positive face (i.e., making the partner look 
like an undesirable mate). Items for the partner’s positive face begin with the stem “This 
conversation would make my partner look…” and include: (a) inadequate and (b) undesirable.  
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This scale originally contained three items, but CFA procedures indicated one item should be 
eliminated to achieve acceptable model fit. Three items assessed threats to the partner’s negative 
face (i.e., pressuring the partner to comply).  Items for a partner’s negative face begin with the 
stem “This conversation would make my partner feel…” and include: (a) pressured to agree with 
me, (b) obligated to comply with my wishes, and (c) forced to share my opinions.   
CFA procedures documented seven unidimensional subscales: (a) appearing too forward, 
χ2/df (53) = 1.52, CFI = .98, RMSEA = .06; (b) appearing needy, χ2/df (53) = 1.62, CFI = .97, 
RMSEA = .07; (c) appearing insensitive, χ2/df (53) = 2.03, CFI = .95, RMSEA = .09; (d) 
appearing unattractive, χ2/df (53) = 1.69, CFI = .97, RMSEA = .07; (e) feeling trapped, χ2/df (53) 
= 1.97, CFI = .96, RMSEA = .09; (f) making the partner look undesirable, χ2/df (43) = 2.11, CFI 
= .96, RMSEA = .09; and (g) pressuring the partner to comply, χ2/df (53) = 1.41, CFI = .98, 
RMSEA = .06.  The subscales showed adequate reliability (appearing too forward: α = .78; 
appearing needy: α = .81; appearing insensitive: α = .85; appearing unattractive: α = .93; feeling 
trapped: α = .82; making the partner look undesirable: α = .91; pressuring the partner to comply: 
α = .90).  The variables for context-specific face threats were calculated by averaging scores for 
the items corresponding to each type of threat (appearing too forward: M = 2.35, SD = 1.01; 
appearing needy: M = 2.27, SD = 0.99; appearing insensitive: M = 2.17, SD = 1.01; appearing 
unattractive: M = 1.61, SD = 0.64; feeling trapped: M = 1.92, SD = 0.95; making partner look 
undesirable: M = 1.65, SD = 0.84; pressuring a partner to comply: M = 2.42, SD = 1.17).   
Indirect relationship talk. I based my measurements of indirect relationship talk on 
previous literature (e.g., Kunkel et al., 2003; Theiss, 2011; Wilson et al., 2009) and my 
conceptualization of indirect relationship talk (i.e., discussing relationship issues vaguely, 
implicitly, or in ways that hide a speaker’s goals; Acitelli, 2008; Dillard & Kinney, 1994).  Three 
  49   
 
 
aspects of indirect relationship talk include hinting, ambiguity, and hedging.  These aspects are 
reflected in previous operationalizations of indirect communication (e.g., coding relational 
messages for hinting; Kunkel et al., 2003).   
 Although my measurement plan included hinting, ambiguity, and hedging, two of the 
indirect relationship talk measures had to be eliminated.  One important objective of this study 
was to triangulate participants’ reports of indirect relationship talk with outside observers’ 
ratings of indirect relationship talk.  Thus, I asked both participants and outside judges to assess 
each participant’s use of indirect relationship talk during the conversation.  Ideally judges would 
rate participants for hinting, ambiguity, and hedging, but multiple attempts to rate participants on 
ambiguity and hinting revealed that outside judges were unable to consistently rate ambiguity 
and hinting.  These actions have been analyzed by rating small excerpts of written messages 
(e.g., Kunkel et al. 2003), and the behaviors may become less discernable when assessing 
conversations more globally.  Judging participants’ individual speaking turns may be required to 
achieve consistent ratings for ambiguity and hinting, and these procedures did not match my 
objective of comparing global self-report measures with global observer ratings.  
Self-reported indirect relationship talk. I measured participants’ perceptions of indirect 
relationship talk by asking participants to rate their use of hedging during their conversations 
about the relationship.  First, participants were asked to indicate whether they remembered 
discussing their relationship (yes or no).  Only those participants who answered yes were asked 
to report their hedging.  Participants responded to a 3-item scale created for this study that 
measures hedging.  All items were assessed on 6-point semantic differential scales that asked 
participants to evaluate the extent to which two bipolar descriptors characterized their 
communication during the interaction.  Participants were asked to consider their relationship talk 
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overall during the conversation.  All items began with the following stem, “During the 
conversation, I talked about my relationship…”  Three items for hedging include: (a) by stating 
my feelings confidently (“I know”)-by stating my feelings timidly (“I kinda think”), (b) in a bold 
manner (“I want”)-in a cautious manner (“I wonder if”), and (c) by stating my feelings 
assertively (“We should”)-by stating my feelings hesitantly (“Should we..?”).  Higher values 
were assigned to adjectives that indicate more hedging.   
CFA procedures documented a unidimensional scale with acceptable fit, χ2/df (53) = 
1.46, CFI = .98, RMSEA = .06.  Items on the scale also reliably measured hedging (α = .78). The 
variable for self-reported hedging was calculated by averaging scores for the items (M = 2.59, 
SD = 1.03).   
Observed indirect relationship talk. To measure indirect relationship talk from an outside 
observer’s perspective, six judges split into two teams (a graduate student team and an 
undergraduate student team) made judgments about each participant’s use of hedging.  The 
graduate team rated 20 participants (10 couples, 14.5%) who asked that other undergraduates not 
be allowed to view their conversation (a requirement set by the university institutional review 
board).  The graduate team also rated 36 additional participants (18 couples, 26%) to overlap 
with the undergraduate team so that I could assess consistency between the teams.  The judges 
made global observer ratings (as opposed to coding individual speaking turns) to mirror the 
specificity of the self-reported measure and facilitate comparisons between the two assessments.  
Participants who reported that they did not talk about the relationship were eliminated from 
judges’ rating.  
Judges were trained to recognize target behaviors through several rounds of training, 
practice rating, and rating calibration.  To begin judges’ training, I conducted an initial meeting 
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with each team of raters that lasted approximately an hour and a half.  In the initial meeting, I 
introduced the concept of outside observation, explained why consistency is important in rating, 
and reviewed protocols for maintaining data security and confidentiality. After describing 
general rating guidelines, I explained the target behavior(s) that raters would assess by reading 
through the rating manual that contained definitions and examples of both relationship talk and 
the specific target behavior.  Judges were instructed to rate only relationship talk, not parts of the 
conversation when participants discussed other topics.  Judges rated each speaker for the dyad 
separately.  I also described the rating scale (i.e., what a rating of 1 denoted, etc.) and any target 
behavior-specific rules.  Next, each team practiced rating three dyads.  When all practice ratings 
were complete, judges discussed their ratings to resolve discrepancies and answer questions that 
arose.  At times, this discussion prompted the need for additional or revised rules, which were 
incorporated into the rating manuals.   
After the introductory meeting to explain each target behavior, raters began their 
preliminary round of rating as a first step.  Judges independently watched a small subset of 
conversations and submitted their ratings for an initial consistency check (all consistency checks 
were assessed using Krippendorff’s alpha).  For every target behavior, the initial consistency 
check revealed that judges needed additional training because they were not meeting the 
requirements for consistency.  Accordingly, as a second step, raters reconvened to analyze 
discrepancies and inconsistencies in their ratings.  During these additional training meetings, 
raters watched and discussed two conversations that they did not rate consistently during the 
preliminary round of rating to discuss the reasons for the discrepancies.  The additional training 
meetings allowed raters to (a) clarify misunderstandings about the rating procedures, (b) 
calibrate their rating, and (c) create new or revised rules to promote consistency.  The basic 
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difficulties of rating included problems discerning whether the target behavior occurred during 
relationship talk and differences among judges who were overly or weakly attuned to detecting 
subtle target behaviors.  A third step required judges to rate another subset of data and submit 
their ratings for a second consistency check.  Raters were routinely able to achieve acceptable 
consistency during the second consistency check, so they moved on to a fourth step of rating the 
rest of the data (i.e., the first complete round of coding).   
Once all of the participants were rated, I evaluated the consistency of the ratings.  For all 
target behaviors, the consistency check revealed weak reliability (Krippendorff’s alpha  >.50).  
This did not meet my requirements for consistency (Krippendorff’s alpha  ≥ .70), so as a fifth 
step, raters re-analyzed participants that they did not rate consistently during the first complete 
round of coding.  To facilitate the fifth step, I (a) identified ratings that deviated 2 or more points 
between judges and ratings in which judges deviated from their general trend (e.g., atypically 
high or low scores from a judge), (b) asked judges to submit explanations for the inconsistent 
ratings, and (c) sent a memo to the judges outlining issues that seemed to be causing 
discrepancies (e.g., misinterpretations of the rating rules).  Raters were asked to re-watch the 
selected conversations and submit new ratings for the participants.  During the fifth step, raters 
re-analyzed 15% to 20% of participants.  Judges regularly achieved acceptable consistency after 
this re-analysis process.  
Judges rated each participant’s hedging on a scale that mirrored the self-report semantic 
differential items for hedging.  The scale for hedging presented judges with descriptions for each 
rating: 1 = Person spoke about the relationship with complete confidence with no significant 
instances of softening their ideas with “I don’t know,” “I think maybe” etc. Person assertively 
and boldly stated their thoughts about the relationship, 6 = Person spoke about the relationship 
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in a completely timid manner with many instances of softening their ideas with “I don’t know,” 
“I think maybe” etc. Person was almost always hesitant or cautious when talking about the 
relationship).  Raters evaluated each person’s behavior overall.  Judges achieved acceptable 
consistency within teams (graduate team: Krippendorff’s α = .79; undergraduate team: 
Krippendorff’s α = .76) and between teams (Krippendorff’s α = .70).  The variable for observed 
hedging was calculated by averaging scores from the two most consistent judges within each 
team (M = 2.12, SD = 0.90).  (One judge’s scores were eliminated from both the graduate and the 
undergraduate team due to lack of reliability.)  
Avoidance of relationship talk. I employed a pair of methods to capture avoidance of 
relationship talk.  I used self-report methods to measure topic avoidance (i.e., a cognitive 
decision to purposefully refrain from discussing relationship topics; Afifi et al., 2008) and both 
self-report questions and outside observations to assess behavioral avoidance (i.e., the actions 
exhibited in an attempt to evade specific conversations; Afifi et al., 2008).  I combined self-
report items from Knobloch and Theiss (2011) and Dailey and Palomares (2004) to create the 
self-report measure of topic avoidance.  I adopted two avoidance behaviors from Afifi’s et al.’s 
(2008) coding system to create the measures of behavioral avoidance (self-report questions and 
observational coding scheme).  Afifi et al. (2008) originally identified five factors of behavioral 
avoidance: shifting topics, providing brief responses, using humor to lighten the conversation, 
challenging the validity of the topic, and being hostile.  Of the five factors, only brevity and 
humor were selected because the other behaviors did not occur with enough frequency to be 
coded reliably.  
Self-reported topic avoidance and behavioral avoidance. To measure people’s 
perceptions of relationship talk avoidance, participants reported (a) the degree to which they 
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purposefully refrained from discussing relationship topics (i.e., topic avoidance) and (b) the 
degree to which they exhibited avoidance behaviors (i.e., behavioral avoidance).  First, 
participants were asked to report their relationship talk topic avoidance via a 9-item scale that 
began with the following prompt: “During the conversation, how much did you purposefully 
avoid discussing…”  Two items were adapted from Knobloch and Theiss (2011): (a) the nature 
of the relationship and (b) patterns of behavior between you and your partner.  Seven items were 
adapted from Dailey and Palomares (2004): (a) your feelings toward one another, (b) issues of 
concern in your relationship, (c) comparisons between you and your partner, (d) past behavior 
that caused strain on the relationship, (e) rules for the relationship, (f) relationship difficulties, 
and (g) acceptable behavior for the relationship.  This scale originally contained 11 items, but 
CFA procedures indicated two items should be eliminated to achieve acceptable model fit.  All 
items were assessed on a 5-point scale (1 = not at all, 2 = a little bit, 3 = somewhat, 4 = quite a 
bit, 5 = a lot) and participants were instructed to consider their communication overall in the 
conversation.   
CFA procedures revealed acceptable fit for the unidimensional scale, χ2/df (134) = 2.04, 
CFI =.92, RMSEA = 09, as well as strong reliability (α = .92).  The variable for topic avoidance 
was calculated by averaging an individual’s scores across items (M = 1.61, SD = 0.77).   
Participants were asked to report their behavioral avoidance of relationship talk using five 
self-report items created from Afifi et al.’s (2008) coding system of behavioral avoidance.  All 
items were assessed on 6-point Likert scales (1 = strongly disagree, 6 = strongly agree).  Three 
items measured self-reported brevity: (a) gave short responses, (b) avoided talking about our 
relationship in-depth, and (c) provided brief responses.  Two items measured self-reported 
humor: (a) tried to prevent a serious discussion and (b) tried to lighten the conversation.  The 
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humor scale originally contained three items, but CFA procedures indicated one item should be 
eliminated to achieve acceptable model fit. 
CFA procedures documented two unidimensional subscales with acceptable fit: (a) 
brevity, χ2/df (64) = 1.50, CFI = .98, RMSEA = .06; and (b) humor, χ2/df (64) = 1.37, CFI = .99, 
RMSEA = .05).  Items on each of the scales also reliably measured brevity (α = .88) and humor 
(α = .71).  Brevity and humor were calculated by averaging an individual’s scores from the items 
within each subscale (brevity: M = 2.56, SD = 1.22; humor: M = 3.00, SD = 1.28).   
Observed behavioral avoidance. To measure relationship talk avoidance from an outside 
observer’s perspective, six judges split into two teams made global judgments about each 
participant’s use of brevity and humor.  Judges were trained to recognize brevity and humor 
using the same procedure previously outlined for indirect relationship talk (i.e., through several 
rounds of training, practice rating, and rating calibration).  Judges watched each dyad’s 
conversation and rated each speaker separately, but participants who reported that they did not 
talk about the relationship were not rated.  Judges assessed each person’s communication overall 
and responded to statements that mirrored self-report items.  For brevity, judges responded to the 
statement, “The individual provided brief responses about the relationship” using a 6-point 
Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 6 = strongly agree).  For humor, judges responded to the 
statement, “The individual used humor to prevent serious discussions about the relationship” 
using a 6-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 6 = strongly agree).  Judges achieved 
acceptable consistency within teams (graduate team brevity: Krippendorff’s α = .76; graduate 
team humor: Krippendorff’s α = .72; undergraduate team brevity: Krippendorff’s α = .74; 
undergraduate team humor: Krippendorff’s α = .75) and between teams (Krippendorff’s α = .71; 
Krippendorff’s α = .73).  After dropping ratings from one graduate judge and one undergraduate 
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judge who were not able to make reliable judgments, I calculated observed brevity and humor 
were calculated by averaging scores across the two most consistent judges for each team 
(brevity: M = 2.27, SD = 1.04; humor: M = 1.89, SD = 0.76).   
Communication satisfaction. I measured communication satisfaction with four items 
adapted from Hecht’s (1978a) 19-item Interpersonal Communication Satisfaction Inventory, and 
one item created specifically for this study.  I chose the four items from Hecht’s inventory that 
did not confound communication behaviors with attitudes, and then created a similar item (c) to 
match the four existing items.  The items are assessed on 6-point Likert scales (1 = strongly 
disagree, 6 = strongly agree): (a) I was very satisfied with the conversation, (b) I would like to 
have another conversation like this one, (c) I enjoyed the conversation very much, (d) I was very 
dissatisfied with the conversation, and (e) I did not enjoy the conversation.  The final two items 
were reverse-scored so that higher values indicate more satisfaction.  
CFA procedures revealed acceptable fit, χ2/df (76) = 1.42, CFI = .98, RMSEA < .06, and 
reliability (α = .90) for the unidimensional scale.  The variable for communication satisfaction 
was calculated by averaging an individual’s scores across items (M = 4.77, SD = 0.94).   
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS 
Preliminary Analyses  
I conducted three preliminary tests.  First, I examined differences between participants 
who reported talking about the relationship during the conversation (n = 132) and participants 
who reported that they did not discuss the relationship (n = 6).  I evaluated differences between 
the groups on realism, relationship status, relationship length, and all independent and dependent 
variables, except for hedging, brevity, and humor (self-reported or observed).  By design, 
participants who indicated they did not talk about the relationship were not given items for 
hedging, brevity, or humor, and they were eliminated from judges’ ratings for those behaviors.  
Independent sample t-tests indicated only two significant differences between groups.  
Participants who reported not talking about the relationship (M = 2.39, SD = 0.61) anticipated 
appearing more physically unattractive than participants who reported discussing the relationship 
(M = 1.57, SD = 0.62), t(136) = 3.14, p < .01.  Additionally, participants who reported discussing 
the relationship (M = 4.93, SD = 0.87) assigned more importance to an information-seeking goal 
than participants who indicated they did not discuss the relationship (M = 4.00, SD = 0.89), 
t(136) = 2.56, p < .01.  With few significant differences, I elected to include both groups of 
participants in the substantive analyses despite missing data (self-reported and observed hedging, 
brevity, and humor) among participants who did not discuss the relationship. 
In a second preliminary analysis, I evaluated differences between men (n = 69) and 
women (n = 69) on all independent and dependent variables (see Table 3).  Paired sample t-tests 
demonstrated two statistically significant differences between men and women.  Men (M = 2.33, 
SD = 1.07), more than women (M = 2.00, SD = 0.92), indicated that discussing the relationship 
would make them appear insensitive, t(68) = 2.11, p < .04.  Additionally, men (M = 2.11, SD = 
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1.00), more than women (M = 1.74, SD = 0.86), reported that relationship talk would make them 
feel trapped, t(68) = 2.66, p < .01.  
As a third preliminary test, I computed bivariate correlations among men, among women, 
and within couples (see Table 4).  Within-couple correlations, shown as the intraclass correlation 
coefficient (ρ), measure the proportion of variance in the outcome that is between groups (Bryk 
& Raudenbush, 1992).  Intraclass correlation coefficients indicated statistically significant 
positive associations between dyad members for 11 of the 22 variables (see Table 4).   
Substantive Analyses 
I used multilevel modeling to test my theoretical model.  A multilevel regression model is 
a system of regression equations that is used to analyze hierarchical data structures (Hox, 2002).  
Hierarchical data is organized at more than one level, with certain variables measured at the 
lowest level (in this case, the level of the individual) and other variables measured at higher 
levels (in this case, the level of the couple).  Multilevel modeling allows researchers to analyze 
“nested” data (i.e., individuals are “nested” within a romantic dyad) that violate the assumption 
of independence of random errors in traditional regression (Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992).  Hence, 
multilevel modeling was chosen to accommodate nonindependence in the dyadic data.  
I used SPSS software to construct a series of two-level models in which individuals are 
nested within couples.  I used the MIXED procedure with maximum likelihood (ML) estimation 
and I entered the predictors as fixed effects.  In all models, the predictors were grand mean 
centered.  In the analyses containing the three sources of relational uncertainty, I evaluated self, 
partner, and relationship uncertainty as Level 1 predictors in separate models to avoid problems 
with multicollinearity (Knobloch & Solomon, 2005).  Biological sex, realism, relationship status, 
and length of romantic interest were entered as Level 1 covariates in all models, and all models 
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contained Level 1 interactions between the independent variables and covariates.  I probed 2-way 
interactions using simple slope analysis (Preacher, Curran, & Bauer, 2004), which conducts 
inferential tests of the slopes in a conditional regression (i.e., the regression of the outcome on 
the focal predictor as a function of the moderator).  I computed the slopes for continuous 
variables at one half standard deviation (0.5 SD) below the moderator mean, at the moderator 
mean, and one half standard deviation above the moderator mean.  I used a similar procedure to 
probe 3-way interactions (i.e., the regression of the outcome on an association between a focal 
predictor and a moderator as a function of a second moderator).  I computed the slopes at one 
half standard deviation above and below the mean of each moderator.  I elected to use one half 
standard deviation because the value of several variables (e.g., self, partner and relationship 
uncertainty) would have dropped below the minimum at one standard deviation below the mean.      
Relational Uncertainty Predicting Perception of Threat (H1) 
My first hypothesis states that relational uncertainty is positively associated with the 
perception of threat of relationship talk.  Thus, I evaluated a series of models in which one 
source of relational uncertainty (self, partner, or relationship) was the predictor and each type of 
threat (self, relationship, or context-specific face threats) was the dependent variable.  Covariates 
and interactions between the independent variables and the covariates were included in all the 
models. Full results for H1 are listed in Table 5.  
Covariates were significantly associated with six of the nine types of threat.  Appearing 
needy and relationship length were positively associated in the models with partner and 
relationship uncertainty; appearing needy and realism were negatively associated in the models 
with self and relationship uncertainty.  For appearing insensitive in the model with self 
uncertainty, men perceived more threat than women.  Appearing physically unattractive was 
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positively associated with relationship length and was negatively associated with realism in the 
models with self, partner, and relationship uncertainty.  Feeling trapped was positively associated 
with relationship length in the models with self, partner, and relationship uncertainty, and it was 
negatively associated with relationship status in the model with partner uncertainty.  In the 
models with self and partner uncertainty, men perceived more feeling trapped than women.  
Making the partner look undesirable and relationship length were positively associated in the 
models with self, partner, and relationship uncertainty.  Pressuring the partner to comply was: (a) 
positively associated with relationship length in the models with self, partner, and relationship 
uncertainty; (b) negatively associated with realism in the models with self, partner, and 
relationship uncertainty; and (c) negatively associated with relationship status in the model with 
partner uncertainty.  The covariates were not statistically significant predictors of relationship 
threat, self threat, or appearing too forward.  
Results for H1 show significant main effects for relational uncertainty on all nine threats.  
All three sources of relational uncertainty were positively associated with six threats: (a) 
relationship threat, (b) self threat, (c) appearing too forward, (d) appearing needy, (e) appearing 
physically unattractive, and (f) making the partner look undesirable.  For the other three threats, 
only self uncertainty and relationship uncertainty were significant positive predictors: (a) 
appearing insensitive, (b) feeling trapped, and (c) pressuring the partner to comply.  
All main effects for H1 (with the exception of appearing physically unattractive) were 
moderated by interaction effects.  A simple slope analysis revealed that relational uncertainty 
was positively associated with five types of threat for men, but not associated for women (see 
Figure 2).  To begin, partner uncertainty and relationship threat were positively associated for 
men, slope = 0.43, t(128) = 2.73, p = .007, but not associated for women, slope = 0.06, t(128) = 
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0.52, p = .60.  Similarly, relationship uncertainty and relationship threat were positively 
associated for men, slope = 0.46, t(128) = 3.15, p = .002, but not associated for women, slope = 
0.17, t(128) = 1.44, p = .15.  The positive association between self uncertainty and relationship 
threat was more positive for men, slope = 0.65, t(128) = 4.33, p < .001, than women, slope = 
0.26, t(128) = 2.25, p = .03.  Second, each source of relational uncertainty and self threat were 
positively associated for men, slope = 0.45 to 0.61, t(128) = 2.73 to 3.12,  all p < .001, but not 
associated for women, slope = 0.09 to 0.12, t(128) = 0.76 to 0.95, p = .34 to .45.  Comparable 
interactions for three more types of threat showed that: (a) appearing too forward and self 
uncertainty were positively associated for men, slope = 0.51, t(128) = 2.73, p = .01, but not 
associated for women, slope = 0.07, t(128) = 0.50, p = .62; (b) pressuring the partner to comply 
and both self and relationship uncertainty were positively associated for men, slope = 0.55 to 
0.56, t(128) = 2.72 to 3.00,  all p < .01, but not associated for women, slope = 0.09 to 0.11, 
t(128) = 0.60 to 0.70, p = .48 to .55; and (c) appearing insensitive and self uncertainty were more 
positively associated among men, slope = 0.74, t(128) = 4.22, p < .001, than women, slope = 
0.26, t(128) = 1.99, p = .05.   
Another type of interaction involved relationship length.  Probing the simple slopes 
indicated that self uncertainty and perception of threat were more positively associated as 
relationship length increased (see Figure 3).  This interaction moderated the following 
associations: (a) relationship threat and self uncertainty (shorter relationships: slope = 0.32, 
t[128] = 3.01, p < .003; average length relationships: slope = 0.46, t[128] = 4.25, p < .001; 
longer relationships: slope = 0.59, t[128] = 4.06, p < .001); and (b) making the partner look 
undesirable and self uncertainty (shorter relationships: slope = 0.31, t[128] = 3.25, p < .001; 
average length relationships: slope = 0.54, t[128] = 5.72, p < .001; longer relationships: slope = 
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0.76, t[128] = 6.08, p < .001).  In a slightly different pattern, relationship uncertainty and 
perception of threat were positively associated when relationship length was equal to or above 
the mean, but not associated when relationship length was below the mean (see Figure 4).  This 
interaction pattern applied to: (a) appearing needy and relationship uncertainty (shorter 
relationships: slope = 0.17, t[128] = 1.58, p = .12; average length relationships: slope = 0.36, 
t[128] = 3.30, p = .001; longer relationships: slope = 0.54, t[128] = 3.62, p < .001); (b) feeling 
trapped and relationship uncertainty (shorter relationships: slope = 0.09, t[128] = 0.90, p = .37; 
average length relationships: slope = 0.38, t[128] = 3.65, p = .004; longer relationships: slope = 
0.37, t[128] = 4.61, p < .001); and (c) pressuring the partner to comply and relationship 
uncertainty (shorter relationships: slope = 0.12, t[128] = 0.90, p = .37; average length 
relationships: slope = 0.32, t[128] = 2.40, p = .02; longer relationships: slope = 0.52, t[128] = 
2.79, p = .01). 
In summary, the hypothesized positive association between relational uncertainty and 
perception of threat (H1) gained support in 24 of 27 tests, but in many tests that support was 
qualified.  There was a positive association among men but no association (or a less positive 
association) for women in ten tests.  Moreover, there was a positive association for partners in 
lengthier relationships, but no association (or a less positive association) for partners in shorter 
relationships in five tests. 
Relational Uncertainty and Goals Predicting Perception of Threat (H2-H4, RQ1) 
My next set of hypotheses predicts that relational uncertainty interacts with goals such 
that an information seeking goal (H2) and a complaining goal (H3) are more positively 
associated with perception of threat when relational uncertainty is high rather than low, and an 
affirmation goal is positively associated with perception of threat when relational uncertainty is 
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high and negatively associated with perception of threat when relational uncertainty is low (H4).  
Additionally, I examine the interaction between relational uncertainty and a relationship repair 
goal in predicting perception of threat (RQ1).  Hence, I evaluated a series of models that 
included the interaction between one source of relational uncertainty (self, partner, or 
relationship) and one goal as a predictor.  Each type of threat (self, relationship, or context-
specific face threats) was the dependent variable.  Covariates, main effects for relational 
uncertainty and goals, 2-way interactions between the independent variables and the covariates, 
and 3-way interactions among one covariate and the two independent variables were included in 
all the models.  
Relational uncertainty and an information-seeking goal (H2). In the models with 
relational uncertainty and an information-seeking goal (H2), covariates were significantly 
associated with seven of the nine types of threat (full results for H2 are listed in Table 6).  
Relationship threat and relationship length were positively associated in the model with self 
uncertainty.  Appearing needy and relationship length were positively associated in the model 
with partner uncertainty.  For appearing insensitive in the model with self uncertainty, perception 
of threat increased among men and as relationship length increased.  Appearing physically 
unattractive was positively associated with relationship length and negatively associated with 
realism in the models with self, partner, and relationship uncertainty.  Feeling trapped and 
relationship length were positively associated in the models with self, partner, and relationship 
uncertainty; additionally, in the model with self uncertainty, men reported feeling trapped more 
than women.  Making the partner look undesirable and relationship length were positively 
associated in the models with self, partner, and relationship uncertainty.  Pressuring the partner 
to comply was positively associated with relationship length and negatively associated with 
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realism in the models with self, partner, and relationship uncertainty.  The covariates were not 
statistically significant predictors of self threat and appearing too forward.  
All models with relational uncertainty and an information-seeking goal (H2) displayed 
significant positive main effects for relational uncertainty.  A motivation to seek information was 
positively associated with making the partner look undesirable in the model with partner 
uncertainty.  
Results for H2 failed to produce evidence for any statistically significant 2-way 
interactions between relational uncertainty and an information-seeking goal.  Two types of 3-
way interactions emerged, however.  First, probing the simple slopes indicated that the 
association between an information-seeking goal and self threat was positive for men when self 
uncertainty was high, slope = 0.49, t(117) = 2.56, p = .01; but they were not associated among 
men when self uncertainty was low, slope = 0.01, t(117) = 0.03, p = .97, or among women at 
either high self uncertainty, slope = -0.30, t(117) = -1.23, p = .22, or low self uncertainty, slope 
= -0.15, t(117) = -0.70, p = .48 (see Figure 5).  Similar 3-way interactions emerged for the model 
with: (a) relationship uncertainty predicting self threat (men experiencing high relationship 
uncertainty: slope = 0.45, t[117] = 2.31, p = .02; men experiencing low relationship uncertainty: 
slope = 0.06, t[117] = 0.37, p = .71; women experiencing high relationship uncertainty: slope = -
0.17, t[117] = -0.75, p = .46; women experiencing low relationship uncertainty: slope = -0.02, 
t[117] = -0.11, p = .91); (b) self uncertainty predicting relationship threat (men experiencing high 
self uncertainty: slope = 0.44, t[117] = 2.55, p = .01; men experiencing low self uncertainty: 
slope = 0.12, t[117] = 0.84, p = .39; women experiencing high self uncertainty: slope = -0.32, 
t[117] = -1.44, p = .15; women experiencing low self uncertainty: slope = -0.06, t[117] = -0.30, p 
= .75); and (c) self uncertainty predicting appearing insensitive (men experiencing high self 
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uncertainty: slope = 0.46, t[117] = 2.31, p = .02: men experiencing low self uncertainty: slope = 
0.08, t[117] = 00.51, p = .61; women experiencing high self uncertainty: slope = -0.37, t[117] = -
1.48, p = .14; women experiencing low self uncertainty: slope = 0.02, t[117] = 0.09, p = .93). 
Another significant 3-way interaction emerged among partner uncertainty, an 
information-seeking goal, and relationship length in their association with making the partner 
look undesirable.  Probing the simple slopes indicated that the association was more positive 
among partners in longer relationships when partner uncertainty was high, slope = 0.66, t(117) = 
3.42, p < .001, rather than low, slope = 0.44, t(117) = 3.48, p < .001, but there was no association 
among partners in shorter relationships at either high or low levels of partner uncertainty (low 
partner uncertainty: slope = 0.21, t[117] = 1.84, p = .07; high partner uncertainty: slope = -0.25, 
t[117] = -1.57, p = .12; see Figure 6).  
Hence, H2 received some support: The association between an information-seeking goal 
and self or relationship threat at higher levels of relational uncertainty was positive for men, but 
there was no association for women.  Additionally, when partner uncertainty was high, the 
association between an information-seeking goal and making the partner look undesirable was 
positive for longer relationships, but there was no association among relatively short 
relationships.  
 Relational uncertainty and a complaining goal (H3). In the models testing the 
interaction between relational uncertainty and a complaining goal (H3), covariates were 
significantly associated with four of the nine types of threat (full results for H3 are listed in Table 
7).  Appearing physically unattractive and realism were negatively associated in the models with 
self, partner, and relationship uncertainty; additionally appearing physically unattractive and 
relationship length were positively associated in the model with partner uncertainty.  Feeling 
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trapped was negatively associated with realism in the model with partner uncertainty and 
positively associated with relationship length in the models with self uncertainty and partner 
uncertainty.  Making the partner look undesirable and relationship length were positively 
associated in the models with self and partner uncertainty.  Pressuring the partner to comply was 
positively associated with relationship length in the models with self, partner, and relationship 
uncertainty and negatively associated with realism in the models with self and relationship 
uncertainty.  The covariates were not statistically significant predictors of relationship threat, self 
threat, appearing too forward, appearing needy, or appearing insensitive.  
In terms of main effects, self uncertainty and partner uncertainty were positively 
associated with all nine threats.  Relationship uncertainty was positively related to every type of 
threat, except self threat and appearing physically unattractive.  A motivation to complain 
showed significant main effects in models predicting every type of threat except for appearing 
physically unattractive and pressuring the partner to comply.  A complaining goal was a positive 
predictor of: (a) relationship threat, when paired with self, partner, or relationship uncertainty; 
(b) self threat, when paired with self, partner, or relationship uncertainty; (c) appearing too 
forward, when paired with self uncertainty; (d) appearing needy, when paired with partner 
uncertainty; (e) appearing insensitive, when paired with self, partner, or relationship uncertainty; 
(f) feeling trapped, when paired with partner uncertainty; and (g) making the partner look 
undesirable, when paired with self, partner, or relationship uncertainty. 
Results for H3 documented an interaction between relational uncertainty and a 
complaining goal in the direction hypothesized.  Probing the simple slopes indicated that a 
motivation to complain was positively associated with feeling trapped when partner uncertainty 
was high, slope = 0.25, t(117) = 2.87, p =.004, or at an average level, slope = 0.17, t(117) = 
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2.66, p = .01, but was not associated when partner uncertainty was low, slope = 0.09, t(117) = 
1.42, p =.16 (see Figure 7).  This 2-way interaction was qualified by 3-way interaction with 
relationship length.  A simple slope analysis showed that the association between a complaining 
goal and feeling trapped was positive when partner uncertainty was high among people in longer 
relationships, slope = 0.38, t(117) = 3.13, p = .002, but there was no association among people in 
longer relationships experiencing low partner uncertainty, slope = 0.08, t(117) = 1.16, p = .25, or 
people in shorter relationships at either high partner uncertainty, slope = 0.13, t[117] = 1.27, p = 
.21, or low partner uncertainty, slope = 0.10, t(117) = 1.39, p = .17 (see Figure 8).  
Relationship status also moderated the 2-way interaction between a motivation to 
complain and partner uncertainty.  Probing the 3-way interaction revealed that the association 
between a complaining goal and feeling trapped was positive when partner uncertainty was high 
among people in more serious relationships, slope = 0.32, t(117) = 2.84, p = .01, but there was 
no association for people in more serious relationships experiencing low partner uncertainty, 
slope = 0.00, t(117) = 0.07, p = .95.  Moreover, among people in more casual relationships, the 
association was marginally significant and positive when partner uncertainty was high, slope = 
0.18, t(117) = 1.97, p = .051, but was not statistically significant when partner uncertainty was 
low, slope = 0.18, t(117) = 1.80, p = .07 (see Figure 9).  Thus, the association between a 
motivation to complain and feeling trapped when partner uncertainty was high was more positive 
for people in longer or more serious relationships. 
Results showed comparable 3-way interactions among a complaining goal, relationship 
uncertainty, and relationship status when predicting both relationship threat and self threat.  
Probing the simple slopes revealed that a motivation to complain was more positively associated 
with relationship threat among more serious partners when relationship uncertainty was high, 
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slope = 0.43, t(117) = 3.40, p < .001, rather than low, slope = 0.16, t(117) = 2.78, p = .01, but 
there was no association among more casual partners (low relationship uncertainty: slope = 0.16, 
t[117] = 1.59, p = .11; high relationship uncertainty: slope = 0.17, t[117] = 1.51, p = .13).  In a 
similar fashion, a complaining goal and self threat were more positively associated among more 
serious partners when relationship uncertainty was high, slope = 0.43, t(117) = 3.31, p =.001, 
rather than low, slope = 0.26, t(117) = 4.09, p < .001. There was no association among more 
casual partners at either high relationship uncertainty, slope = 0.03, t(117) = 0.31, p = .75, or low 
relationship uncertainty, slope = 0.06, t(117) = 0.55, p = .58.   
A final trio of 3-way interactions occurred among a complaining goal, relational 
uncertainty, and relationship length in models predicting making the partner look undesirable 
and appearing needy.  Probing the simple slopes indicated that a complaining goal was more 
positively associated with making the partner look undesirable in longer relationships when 
relational uncertainty was high (self uncertainty: slope = 0.38, t[117] = 3.86, p < .001; partner 
uncertainty: slope = 0.43, t[117] = 3.89, p < .001) versus low (self uncertainty: slope = 0.14, 
t[117] = 2.28, p = .02; partner uncertainty: slope = 0.19, t[117] = 2.78, p = .01).  In shorter 
relationships, however, results indicated an opposite association: A complaining goal was 
positively associated with making the partner look undesirable when relational uncertainty was 
low (self uncertainty: slope = 0.12, t[117] = 2.07, p = .04; partner uncertainty: slope = 0.17, 
t[117] = 2.48, p = .01), but there was no association when relational uncertainty was high (self 
uncertainty: slope = 0.09, t[117] = 1.17, p =.24; partner uncertainty: slope = 0.06, t[117] = 0.64, 
p = .52; see Figure 10).  When examining the model with a complaining goal and partner 
uncertainty predicting appearing needy, a similar trend occurred. The association was more 
positive among longer relationships when partner uncertainty was high, slope = 0.27, t(117) = 
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2.06, p =.04, versus low, slope = 0.16, t(117) = 2.05, p = .04.  The association was positive, 
however, among shorter relationships when partner uncertainty was low, slope = 0.17, t(117)= 
2.19, p = .03, and there was no association when high, slope = -0.002, t(117) = -0.02, p = .98. 
Overall, H3 gained partial support.  A single 2-way interaction indicated the association 
between a complaining goal and feeling trapped was more positive as relational uncertainty 
increased, and that 2-way interaction was moderated by relationship length and relationship 
status.  However, additional 3-way interactions revealed greater positive associations between a 
motivation to complain and relationship threat, self threat, making the partner look undesirable, 
and appearing needy when relational uncertainty was high and relationship involvement was 
more lengthy or serious.   
 Relational uncertainty and a relationship repair goal (RQ1). In the models testing the 
interaction between relational uncertainty and a relationship repair goal (RQ1), covariates were 
significantly associated with five of the nine types of threat (full results for RQ1 are listed in 
Table 8).  For appearing insensitive in the model with self uncertainty, men perceived more 
threat than women.  Appearing physically unattractive and realism were negatively associated in 
the models with self, partner, and relationship uncertainty; additionally relationship length was 
positively related to appearing physically unattractive in the model with partner uncertainty.  
Feeling trapped was positively associated with relationship length and negatively associated with 
relationship status in the models with self, partner, and relationship uncertainty; additionally in 
the model with relationship uncertainty, men reported feeling trapped more than women.  
Making the partner look undesirable was positively associated with relationship length in the 
models with self, partner, and relationship uncertainty.  Pressuring the partner to comply was 
positively associated with relationship length and negatively associated with realism in the 
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models with self, partner, and relationship uncertainty; also pressuring the partner to comply and 
relationship status were negatively related in the model with partner uncertainty.  The covariates 
were not statistically significant predictors of relationship threat, self threat, appearing too 
forward, or appearing needy.  
Results for RQ1 revealed that self uncertainty was a positive predictor for all nine types 
of threat.  Partner uncertainty positively predicted of each type of threat, except appearing 
insensitive.  Relationship uncertainty was a positive predictor of each type of threat, except self 
threat and appearing physically unattractive.  A motivation to repair the relationship showed 
significant main effects in models predicting five of the nine types of threat.  A relationship 
repair goal was positively associated with: (a) relationship threat, when paired with self, partner, 
or relationship uncertainty; (b) self threat, when paired with self uncertainty; (c) appearing 
insensitive, when paired with self, partner, or relationship uncertainty; (d) feeling trapped, when 
paired with partner uncertainty; and (e) making the partner look undesirable, when paired with 
self, partner, or relationship uncertainty. 
Results for RQ1 revealed one significant interaction between relational uncertainty and a 
relationship repair goal.  There was a statistically significant positive association between a 
repair goal and self threat when partner uncertainty was high (slope = 0.25, t[117] = 2.43, p = 
.02), there was a marginally significant positive association at an average level of partner 
uncertainty (slope = 0.15, t[117] = 1.96, p =.051), and no significant association when partner 
uncertainty was low (slope = 0.05, t[117] = 0.64, p =.52; see Figure 11).  Although most 2-way 
interactions for RQ1 did not achieve significance, a pair of 3-way interactions involving 
relationship length and relationship status emerged.  Probing the simple slopes revealed that 
there was a positive association between a repair goal and feeling trapped when partner 
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uncertainty was high in longer relationships, slope = 0.30, t(117) = 2.33, p = .02, but there was 
no association when partner uncertainty was low in longer relationships, slope = 0.05, t(117) = 
0.66, p = .51, or in shorter relationships at either high or low partner uncertainty (low partner 
uncertainty: slope = 0.09, t[117] = 1.27, p = .21; high partner uncertainty: slope = 0.10, t[117] = 
0.94, p = .35; see Figure 12).  Along similar lines, among more serious partners, the association 
between a repair goal and self threat was more positive when relationship uncertainty was high, 
slope = 0.39, t(117) = 2.84, p = .01, rather than low, slope = 0.20, t(117) = 3.00, p = .003.  
Among more casual partners, there was no association at high or low levels of relationship 
uncertainty, slope = -0.00 to -0.06, t(117) = -0.01 to -0.47, p = .63 to .99.  In summary, tests of 
RQ1 produced some evidence for an increased positive association between a relationship repair 
goal and perception of threat (specifically self threat and feeling trapped) when relational 
uncertainty was high, particularly when relationship involvement was more serious or lengthy.  
 Relational uncertainty and an affirmation goal (H4). In tests of the interaction 
between relational uncertainty and an affirmation goal (H4), covariates were significantly 
associated with five of the nine types of threat (full results for H4 are listed in Table 9).  
Appearing needy was positively associated with relationship length in the models with partner 
and relationship uncertainty, and appearing needy was negatively associated with realism in the 
models with self and relationship uncertainty.  Appearing physically unattractive was positively 
associated with relationship length in the models with self and relationship uncertainty, and 
appearing physically unattractive was negatively associated with realism in the models with self, 
partner, and relationship uncertainty.  Feeling trapped and relationship length were positively 
associated in the models with self and relationship uncertainty.  Making the partner look 
undesirable and relationship length were positively associated in the models with self, partner, 
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and relationship uncertainty.  Pressuring the partner to comply was positively associated with 
relationship length and negatively associated with realism in the models with self, partner, and 
relationship uncertainty; additionally pressuring the partner to comply was negatively related to 
relationship status in the model with partner uncertainty.  The covariates were not statistically 
significant predictors of relationship threat, self threat, appearing too forward, or appearing 
insensitive.  
In terms of main effects, results revealed that at least one source of relational uncertainty 
was a positive predictor for all nine types of threat: (a) relationship threat (self uncertainty only); 
(b) self threat (self uncertainty and partner uncertainty); (c) appearing too forward (partner 
uncertainty only); (d) appearing needy (self, partner, and relationship uncertainty); (e) appearing 
insensitive (self uncertainty only); (f) appearing physically unattractive (self, partner, and 
relationship uncertainty);  (g) feeling trapped (self uncertainty and relationship uncertainty); (h) 
making the partner look undesirable (self, partner, and relationship uncertainty); and (i) 
pressuring the partner to comply (self uncertainty only). 
A motivation to affirm the relationship was negatively associated with four of the nine 
types of threat.  Main effects for an affirmation goal were significant when predicting: (a) 
relationship threat, when paired with self, partner, or relationship uncertainty; (b) self threat, 
when paired with partner uncertainty; (c) appearing insensitive, when paired with self, partner, or 
relationship uncertainty; and (d) making the partner look undesirable when paired with self, 
partner, or relationship uncertainty. 
Results for H4 displayed a trio of interaction effects between relational uncertainty and 
an affirmation goal that were opposite than hypothesized.  Probing the simple slopes indicated 
that the association between a motivation to affirm the relationship and relationship threat was 
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negative when self uncertainty was high, slope = -0.42, t(117) = -3.74, p < .001, or average, 
slope = -0.28, t(117) = -2.51, p = .01, but there was no association when self uncertainty was 
low, slope = -0.15, t(117) = -1.01, p = .31 (see Figure 13).  Similar trends emerged for: (a) 
appearing insensitive (low self uncertainty: slope = -0.18, t[117] = -1.18, p = .24; average self 
uncertainty: slope = -0.33, t[117] = -2.68, p = .01; high self uncertainty: slope = -0.48, t[117] = -
3.80, p < .001); and (b) making the partner look undesirable (low self uncertainty: slope = -0.11, 
t[117] = -0.90, p = .37; average self uncertainty: slope = -0.26, t[117] = -2.60, p = .01; high self 
uncertainty: slope = -0.40, t[117] = -3.95, p < .001).  A 3-way interaction modified the 2-way 
interaction between an affirmation goal and making the partner look undesirable, such that the 
association was negative for partners in shorter relationships when self uncertainty was high, 
slope = -0.52, t(117) = -3.17, p < .001, but there was no association when self uncertainty was 
low, slope = -0.01, t(117) = -0.12, p = .90, or for partners in longer relationships when self 
uncertainty was high, slope = -0.27, t(117) = -1.63, p = .10, or low, slope = -0.21, t(117) = -1.52, 
p = .13 (see Figure 14).   
Although the 2-way interactions in H4 documented a negative association between a 
motivation to affirm the relationship and perception of threat as self uncertainty increased, 3-way 
interactions showed a marginally significant positive association as partner uncertainty and 
relationship length increased, but a statistically significant negative or non-significant association 
as relationship length decreased (see Figure 15).  In the model predicting feeling trapped, the 
association was marginally positive when partner uncertainty was high in longer relationships, 
slope = 0.49, t[117] = 1.83, p = .069, but the association was statistically significant and negative 
when partner uncertainty was high in shorter relationships, slope = -0.40, t[117] = -2.21, p = 
.03).  There was no association when partner uncertainty was low in either shorter relationships, 
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slope = -0.29, t[117] = -1.41, p = .19, or longer relationships, slope = -0.21, t[117] = -1.07, p = 
.28.  In the model predicting pressuring the partner to comply, the association was marginally 
positive when partner uncertainty was high in longer relationships, slope = 0.62, t[117] = 1.91, p 
= .058, but there was no association when partner uncertainty was low, slope = -0.38, t[117] = -
1.57, p = .12), or in shorter relationships at either high or low partner uncertainty (low partner 
uncertainty: slope = -0.14, t[117] = -0.55, p = .58; high partner uncertainty: slope = -0.24, t[117] 
= -1.08, p = .28).  
Hence, the results produced little support for a positive association between an 
affirmation goal and perception of threat when relational uncertainty is high, but a negative 
association when relational uncertainty is low (H4).  Findings, however, documented both 
negative and positive associations between an affirmation goal and perception of threat.  When 
paired with self uncertainty, an affirmation goal was negatively associated with relationship 
threat, appearing insensitive, and making the partner look undesirable; when paired with partner 
uncertainty, however, an affirmation goal was marginally positively associated with feeling 
trapped and pressuring the partner to comply.  
In conclusion, results indicated partial support for the hypothesized interactions.  Several 
models revealed positive associations between motivations to seek information (H2), complain 
(H3), and repair the relationship (RQ1) and perceptions of threat when relational uncertainty was 
high, particularly among men and partners in more lengthy or serious relationships.  
Nevertheless, results also revealed interactions counter to theorizing.  Of note, findings indicated 
that the association between a motivation to affirm the relationship and perception of threat was 
more negative when self uncertainty was high, but the association was marginally positive as 
partner uncertainty increased (H4).  
  75   
 
 
Perception of Threat Predicting Indirect Relationship Talk (H5) 
My fifth hypothesis states that perception of threat is positively associated with indirect 
relationship talk.  To test this hypothesis, I evaluated a series of models in which each type of 
threat (self, relationship, or context-specific face threats) was the predictor, and indirect 
relationship talk (self-reported hedging or observed hedging) was the dependent variable.  
Covariates and interactions between independent variables and the covariates were included in 
all the models. Full results for H5 are listed in Table 10. 
In the models for self-reported hedging, none of the covariates were statistically 
significant predictors of the dependent variable.  Conversely, realism was negatively associated 
with observed hedging in every model.  Results for H5 showed that four of the nine types of 
threat were positively associated with self-reported hedging: (a) relationship threat, (b) self 
threat, (c) appearing needy, and (d) appearing physically unattractive.  Only self threat was 
positively associated with observed hedging.   
The main effects for relationship threat and self threat in predicting self-reported hedging 
(H5) were moderated by biological sex.  A simple slope analysis indicated that self threat was 
positively associated with self-reported hedging for men, slope = 0.52, t(127) = 3.98, p < .001, 
but not associated for women, slope = 0.14, t(127) = 1.04, p = .30 (see Figure 16).  A 
comparable interaction revealed that relationship threat and self-reported hedging were positively 
associated for men, slope = 0.50, t(127) = 4.18, p < .001, but not associated for women, slope = 
0.14, t(127) = 0.94, p = .35.  Similar interactions with biological sex emerged for the following 
predictors despite non-significant main effects: (a) appearing too forward (men: slope = 0.34, 
t[127] = 3.17, p < .001; women: slope = -0.10, t[127] = -0.79, p = .43); (b) appearing insensitive 
(men: slope = 0.31, t[127] = 2.61, p = .01, women: slope = -0.11, t[127] = -0.71, p = .48); (c) 
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making the partner look undesirable (men: slope = 0.40, t[127] = 2.43, p = .02, women: slope = -
0.08, t[127] = -0.48, p = .63); and (d) pressuring the partner to comply (men: slope = 0.24, t[127] 
= 2.35, p = .02, women: slope = -0.09, t[127] = -0.94, p = .35). 
The main effect for appearing physically unattractive in predicting self-reported hedging 
(H5) was qualified by an interaction with relationship status.  A simple slope analysis indicated 
that appearing physically unattractive was positively associated with self-reported hedging when 
relationships were more serious, slope = 0.65, t(127) = 3.81, p < .001, or intermediate (at the 
mean), slope = 0.29, t(127) = 2.30, p = .04, but not associated among more casual partners, slope 
= -0.06, t(127) = -0.37, p = .71 (see Figure 17).  Additional interactions with relationship status 
showed a positive association for more serious relationships only: (a) appearing too forward 
(more serious relationships: slope = 0.37, t[127] = 4.35, p < .001; intermediate relationships: 
slope = 0.12, t[127] = 1.46, p = .15; more casual relationships: slope = -0.12, t[127] = -1.09, p = 
.28); (b) appearing insensitive (more serious relationships: slope = 0.23, t[127] = 2.03, p = .04; 
intermediate relationships: slope = 0.10, t[127] = 1.02, p = .31; more casual relationships: slope 
= -0.03, t[127] = -0.27, p = .78); and (c) pressuring the partner to comply (more serious 
relationships: slope = 0.27, t[127] = 3.27, p < .001; intermediate relationships: slope = 0.08, 
t[127] = 1.02, p = .31; more casual relationships: slope = -0.12, t[127] = -1.40, p = .16). 
Thus, H5 gained partial support. Self threat positively predicted both self-reported and 
observed hedging.  Moreover, relationship threat, appearing needy, and appearing physically 
unattractive were significantly associated with self-reported hedging.  Threats of appearing too 
forward, appearing insensitive, and pressuring the partner to comply, however, were statistically 
significant predictors of self-reported hedging among men and more serious relationship partners 
only.  
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Perception of Threat Predicting Avoidance of Relationship Talk (H6) 
My sixth hypothesis states that perception of threat is positively associated with 
avoidance of relationship talk.  To test this hypothesis, I evaluated a series of models in which 
each type of threat (self, relationship, or context-specific face threats) was the predictor, and 
avoidance of relationship talk (self-reported brevity, observed brevity, self-reported humor, 
observed humor, or topic avoidance) was the dependent variable.  Covariates and interactions 
between independent variables and the covariates were included in all the models.  Full results 
for H6 are listed in Table 11 (self-reported variables) and Table 12 (observed variables). 
Realism was the only covariate that was a statistically significant predictor of the two 
brevity variables.  Realism was negatively associated with self-reported brevity in each model, 
except in the model with appearing physically unattractive.  Realism was negatively associated 
with observed brevity in all nine models.  Realism and relationship length were significantly 
associated with the two humor variables.  Self-reported humor was negatively associated with 
relationship status and realism in every model.  Observed humor and realism were positively 
associated in every model, except those with appearing needy and appearing physically 
unattractive.  All nine models predicting observed humor displayed significant negative 
associations with relationship length.  Realism was the only covariate significantly associated 
with topic avoidance.  Topic avoidance was negatively associated with realism in every model 
except the model with appearing physically unattractive.   
Results for H6 showed that seven out of nine threats were positively associated with self-
reported brevity: (a) relationship threat, (b) appearing too forward, (c) appearing insensitive, (d) 
appearing physically unattractive, (e) feeling trapped, (f) making the partner look undesirable, 
and (g) pressuring the partner to comply.  There was no association between self-reported brevity 
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and self threat or appearing needy.  However, a significant interaction showed that self threat 
was positively associated with self-reported brevity among men, slope = 0.41, t(127) = 2.61, p = 
.01, but not associated among women, slope = -0.09, t(127) = -0.55, p = .58.  Similarly, the 
association between appearing too forward and self-reported brevity was positive for men, slope 
= 0.51, t(127) = 3.60, p < .001, but there was no association for women, slope = 0.02, t(127) = 
0.10, p = .92 (see Figure 18).  
Results revealed only one significant association between perception of threat and 
observed brevity (H6): a positive association with relationship threat.  Two other positive 
associations with observed brevity approached statistical significance (appearing insensitive: b = 
0.18, p = .075; appearing physically unattractive: b = 0.18, p = .073).  The main effect of 
relationship threat on observed brevity was moderated by relationship status (see Figure 19), 
such that relationship threat was positively associated with observed brevity when relationships 
were more serious, slope = 0.35, t(127) = 3.07, p = .002, or intermediate (at the mean), slope = 
0.22, t(127) = 2.21, p = .03, but was not associated when relationships were more casual, slope = 
0.08, t(127) = 0.70, p = .48.   
For self-reported humor in H6, seven out of nine threats were positively associated with 
the dependent variable: (a) relationship threat, (b) self threat, (c) appearing too forward, (d) 
appearing insensitive, (e) appearing physically unattractive, (f) feeling trapped, and (g) 
pressuring the partner to comply.  There was no association between self-reported humor and 
appearing needy or appearing physically unattractive.  Additionally, no statistically significant 
interaction effects emerged between self-reported humor and the covariates.  
Results revealed no statistically significant associations between perception of threat and 
observed humor (H6).  Two associations approached significance, but those main effects were in 
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the opposite direction than predicted (self threat: b = -0.14, p = .063; appearing needy: b = -0.14, 
p = .076).  Although these main effects were only marginally significant, statistically significant 
interactions suggested that self threat was negatively associated with observed humor among 
men, slope = -0.30, t(127) = -3.04, p = .003, but was not associated among women, slope = 0.03, 
t(127) = 0.25, p = .80 (see Figure 20).  A comparable interaction revealed appearing needy was 
negatively associated with observed brevity for men, slope = -0.28, t(127) = -2.75, p = .01, but 
not associated for women, slope = 0.01, t(127) = 0.05, p = .96.  One additional interaction 
displayed a different pattern.  A simple slope analysis indicated that appearing too forward and 
observed humor were positively associated among women, slope = 0.21, t(127) = 1.98, p = .05, 
but not associated among men, slope = -0.10, t(127) = -1.05, p = .29 (see Figure 21).  
Tests of H6 revealed a positive association between each of the nine threats and topic 
avoidance.  The main effects for appearing too forward and pressuring the partner to comply 
were qualified by an interaction with biological sex.  Probing the simple slopes indicated that 
appearing too forward and topic avoidance were positively associated for men, slope = 0.38, 
t(127) = 4.39, p < .001, but not associated among women, slope = 0.06, t(127) = 0.61, p = .54 
(see Figure 22).  Similarly, pressuring the partner to comply and topic avoidance were positively 
associated for men, slope = 0.30, t(127) = 3.60, p < .001, but not associated for women, slope = 
0.05, t(127) = 0.67, p = .51.  Thus, H6 gained support in 23 out of 27 tests of the self-reported 
variables, but gained support in only one out of 18 tests of the observed variables. 
Indirect Relationship Talk Predicting Communication Satisfaction (RQ2) 
My second research question investigates the association between indirect relationship 
talk and communication satisfaction.  Thus, I evaluated models in which indirect relationship 
talk (self-reported hedging or observed hedging) was the predictor, and communication 
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satisfaction was the dependent variable.  Covariates and interactions between independent 
variables and the covariates were included in all the models. Full results for RQ2 are listed in 
Table 13.  
For both self-reported and observed hedging, realism was positively associated with 
communication satisfaction as a covariate.  Results for RQ2 revealed that there was a statistically 
significant negative association between self-reported hedging and communication satisfaction.  
The main effect of observed hedging on communication satisfaction was not statically 
significant.  No statistically significant interaction effects emerged between the independent 
variables and the covariates.  Hence, there were mixed results for RQ2: support for a negative 
association with the self-reported variable, but no evidence for an association with the observed 
variable.  
Avoidance of Relationship Talk Predicting Communication Satisfaction (RQ3) 
My final research question examines the association between avoidance of relationship 
talk and communication satisfaction.  Hence, I evaluated a series of models in which avoidance 
of relationship talk (self-reported brevity, observed brevity, self-reported humor, observed 
humor, or topic avoidance) was the predictor and communication satisfaction was the dependent 
variable.  Covariates and interactions between independent variables and the covariates were 
included in all the models.  Full results for RQ3 are listed in Table 14.  
In all five models of avoidance, realism was positively associated with communication 
satisfaction as a covariate.  Results for RQ3 revealed that topic avoidance was the only 
statistically significant predictor of communication satisfaction.  No statistically significant 
interaction effects emerged between the independent variables and the covariates.  Hence, results 
for RQ3 found support for a negative association between avoiding relationship topics and 
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communication satisfaction, but the analyses found no evidence for an association between 
communication satisfaction and the brevity variables or humor variables.  
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION 
My dissertation project aims to explain romantic partners’ perceptions, enactment, and 
avoidance of relationship talk and the association these factors share with communication 
satisfaction.  I synthesized theory and research on uncertainty and goals to create my model, 
which argues that people’s perception of relational uncertainty and their goals correspond with 
their sense of threat during relationship talk (see Figure 1).  Specifically, my model proposes that 
relational uncertainty is associated with more threat, and relational uncertainty interacts with 
goals to explain the threat of relationship conversations.  My model also holds that when people 
judge relational discussions as threatening, they are more likely to avoid the conversations or 
deliver messages indirectly.  Finally, I investigate how these communicative actions are 
associated with communication satisfaction.  I tested my model with data collected from 69 
college romantic dyads who participated in a video-recorded conversation about their 
relationship.  I combined observational and self-report procedures for a multi-method approach.  
In the following sections, I explain results from the tests of my model, draw connections to 
relationship talk research and theories of uncertainty and communication goals, describe 
practical implications of my study, discuss strengths and limitations of my project, and offer 
directions for future research.  
Relational Uncertainty Predicting Threat (H1) 
 My first hypothesis is grounded in the logic that when romantic partners perceive 
ambiguity in their relationship, they view relationship conversations as threatening because 
relational uncertainty accompanies an increased risk of face loss (Knobloch & Satterlee, 2009; 
Knobloch et al., 2010).  Results documented support for a positive association between relational 
uncertainty and the threat of relationship conversations in 24 of 27 tests.  Relational uncertainty 
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was positively associated with relationship threat and self threat, which mirrors conclusions from 
past research (Knobloch & Carpenter-Theune, 2004; Knobloch & Theiss, 2011; Theiss & Nagy, 
2013).  Results also indicated that relational uncertainty was positively related to certain context-
specific positive and negative face threats.  As partners experienced relational uncertainty, they 
perceived more threats to their positive face (i.e., the desire to be liked; Brown & Levinson, 
1987), specifically concerns about appearing too forward, too needy, insensitive, or physically 
unattractive.  People were also concerned about threats to their partner’s positive face (i.e., 
making their partner look like an undesirable mate) as relational uncertainty increased.  Finally, 
people facing relationship ambiguity perceived more threats to their own and their partner’s 
negative face (i.e., the desire to be free from imposition; Brown & Levinson, 1987), particularly 
feeling trapped in the relationship (own negative face) or pressuring the partner to comply with 
their wishes (partner’s negative face).  These findings support the general notion that relational 
uncertainty coincides with concerns that communicating with a romantic partner will be face-
threatening or uncomfortable (Knobloch & Satterlee, 2009; Knobloch & Theiss, 2011). 
Beyond the main effects, my tests of covariate moderators indicated that as relational 
uncertainty increased, men generally perceived more threat during relationship conversations 
than women.  In particular, men reported more relationship and self threat, concerns about 
appearing too forward or insensitive, and worry about pressuring the partner to comply as they 
experienced relational uncertainty.  Acitelli (2001) argues that men, more so than women, may 
deem relationship talk as a sign that the relationship is in trouble.  In other words, men may think 
discussing the partnership is only necessary when the couple needs to solve problems, and 
therefore, men associate relationship conversations with relational tension.  If males believe that 
discussing relationship issues signals dyadic discord in mundane circumstances, then males who 
  84   
 
 
are experiencing relational uncertainty may evaluate relationship talk as particularly threatening.  
Nevertheless, the association between relational uncertainty and the perception of appearing 
needy, feeling trapped, appearing physically unattractive, and making the partner look 
undesirable did not vary between males and females.  Although the link between relational 
uncertainty and judgments of relationship talk may not be uniform for men and women, men and 
women are similar in many aspects as well.  
A final notable set of findings involved relationship length as a moderator in the positive 
association between relational uncertainty and perception of threat of relationship talk.  Partners 
in longer relationships generally reported feeling threatened when relational uncertainty was 
elevated more than partners whose relationships were relatively short.  This finding contrasts 
with research that suggests new or developing romantic partners are most threatened by 
relationship conversations (Afifi & Burgoon, 1998; Baxter & Wilmot, 1985; Guerrero & Chavez, 
2005).  Knobloch et al. (2006) found that relationship length was positively associated with the 
prominence of relationship talk and suggested that people may feel more encouraged to talk 
about the relationship when they have been together longer.  My results, however, showed that 
people in longer relationships deemed relational discussions more threatening as relational 
uncertainty increased. 
Several issues may underlie the stronger positive association between relational 
uncertainty and perception of threat as relationship length increased.  First, people may believe 
that it is atypical for partners in longer relationships to experience uncertainty about the 
relationship because partners have had time to coordinate and feel secure about the nature of 
their connection (Knobloch, 2007a).  Thus, in contrast to newer partners who expect some 
relationship questions, individuals in lengthier partnerships who are facing relationship 
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ambiguity may be particularly sensitive to relationship conversations that center on the source of 
their insecurity.  Second, on a related note, more long-term partners who are questioning each 
other’s participation in the relationship may evaluate relational uncertainty as a signal that the 
relationship is in trouble.  Partners may associate feelings of uncertainty about their relationship 
with signs of dyadic distress (Baxter & Bullis, 1986; Emmers & Canary, 1996), and more 
established partners may be more likely than newer partners to attribute relational uncertainty to 
relationship problems.  In the beginning of relationships, people may recognize relationship 
questions as a lack of knowledge about their partner (Knobloch, 2010), but for partners who have 
had ample opportunity to get to know one another, relational uncertainty may be seen as an 
indication of strife.  Third, people in longer relationships may estimate that they have more 
resources to lose (e.g., time, emotion, tangible goods) if the relationship ends.  In this way, 
relational uncertainty may be more strongly connected to threat among partners in longer 
relationships who worry about the investments they will forfeit if the relationship does not 
continue.  These reasons may explain why relational uncertainty links with threatening dyadic 
conversations within lengthier partnerships. 
Relational Uncertainty and an Information-Seeking Goal Predicting Threat (H2) 
My second hypothesis predicted that an information seeking goal is more positively 
associated with threat of relationship talk as relational uncertainty increases, because partners are 
unable to confidently predict what information they might discover (Knobloch & Satterlee, 
2009) and they doubt their efficacy to seek information (Afifi et al., 2004).  Five out of 27 tests 
of H2 revealed that the association between an information-seeking goal and perception of threat 
was statistically significantly more positive as relational uncertainty increased, but those 
associations were qualified by the sex of the romantic partner and the length of the relationship.  
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When examining self uncertainty or relationship uncertainty as a moderator between an 
information-seeking goal and self threat, the association was positive for men as relational 
uncertainty increased, but there was no association for women.  The same trend emerged for an 
interaction between an information-seeking goal, self uncertainty, and two other threats 
(relationship threat and appearing insensitive). When examining partner uncertainty as a 
moderator between information-seeking and making the partner look undesirable, the association 
was more positive as relationship length increased.  Results, therefore, produced some evidence 
for an interaction between a motivation to seek information and relational uncertainty in 
predicting the threat of relationship talk. 
Men were more likely to feel that their image or their relationship was at risk when they 
were motivated to seek information under conditions of heightened relational uncertainty.  
Acitelli (2001) posits that men are unique from women because men view relationship talk as a 
tool to rectify unpleasant relationship situations (e.g., conflict), whereas women use relationship 
talk as a routine gauge of relationship well-being.  Thus, relational information-seeking may be 
fairly commonplace for women who are used to gathering information to appraise the 
relationship, but an information-seeking goal may be threatening for men who believe 
relationship talk is used when relationships are in disrepair (Acitelli, 2001).  
The association between an information-seeking goal and perception of threat also 
increased as people in longer relationships experienced relational uncertainty.  Specifically, 
partners were more concerned they might threaten their partner’s face (i.e., make their partner 
look undesirable) as partner uncertainty increased.  I hypothesized that relational uncertainty 
may add to the threat of information seeking because people are unable to predict outcomes 
confidently (Knobloch & Satterlee, 2009).  Moreover, research suggests that people who lack 
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confidence in their relationship are more vigilant for information about their partnership as 
relationship length increases (Rholes, Simpson, Tran, Martin, & Friedman, 2007).  A lack of 
knowledge about how a partner will respond coupled with increased surveillance for relational 
cues may help explain why more established partners who are experiencing partner uncertainty 
judge relational information-seeking as more threatening.  As individuals in lengthier 
partnerships experience relational uncertainty and become invested in gathering relational 
knowledge, they may worry how their partner will perceive their information-seeking attempts.  
People may anticipate that their efforts to gain information will be read as criticism or doubt by 
their partner.     
Relational Uncertainty and a Complaining Goal Predicting Threat (H3) 
Past scholarship implies that people who are uncertain about their relationship are 
inhibited in expressing relational concerns because relational uncertainty is negatively associated 
with communicators’ confidence (Knobloch, 2006), and discussing dissatisfaction calls for self-
assurance (Makoul & Roloff, 1998).  Accordingly, my third hypothesis posits that a complaining 
goal and perception of threat are more positively associated as relational uncertainty increases.  
Out of 27 tests, one statistically significant 2-way interaction in the direction hypothesized 
emerged between a motivation to complain and partner uncertainty in predicting feeling trapped.  
That interaction was moderated by both relationship length and relationship status, and five 
additional 3-way interactions indicated statistically significant associations between a 
complaining goal, relational uncertainty, and relationship length or status in predicting 
relationship threat, self threat, appearing needy, and making the partner look undesirable.   
Although the interpretation of a single statistically significant test should be approached 
with caution, the 2-way interaction showed a complaining goal and feeling trapped were more 
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positively associated as partner uncertainty increased.  Feeling trapped is a negative face threat 
that involves restrictions to a person’s ability to form other romantic relationships in the future 
(Kunkel et al., 2003).  Previous investigations have identified similar connections between 
complaining about a relationship and negative face threats.  Zhang and Stafford (2008) found 
that relational complaints (i.e., expressing dissatisfaction about the relationship) were statistically 
significantly more threatening to partners’ negative face (i.e., feeling constrained in their 
choices) than other types of complaints (e.g., complaints about a person’s character).  Thus, my 
results build on past research by documenting preliminary evidence for a stronger positive 
association between a goal to complain and threat to negative face as relational uncertainty 
increases. 
Complaining often implies that a change in behavior is necessary (Cupach & Carson, 
2002), and complaining about the relationship may compel partners to make changes in how they 
relate to one another.  Individuals experiencing relational uncertainty who are motivated to 
complain may constrain the limits for acceptable behavior in the relationship without knowing 
how their partner feels.  People offering complaints, then, risk feeling trapped in the relationship 
that they have asked their partner to improve.  Notably, beyond the hypothesized interaction 
effects, my tests of covariate moderators showed that the association between a complaining goal 
and relational uncertainty was more positive for partners in established relationships.  When 
established partners experience relationship ambiguity, they may be more easily threatened by 
what complaining could imply in terms of commitment to the relationship’s future.   
Complaining also conveys relational devaluation, whereby partners imply that the 
relationship is somehow lacking in value (Cupach & Carson, 2002).  Relational devaluation may 
help explain why partners in this study also perceived threats to the relationship and threats to 
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positive face when they anticipated complaining.  Three-way interactions showed that as a 
motivation to complain and relational uncertainty increased, established partners reported 
concerns about damaging the relationship, appearing needy, and making the partner look 
undesirable.  Hence, individuals who face uncertain dyadic circumstances in more lengthy or 
serious relationships also consider the harm they may cause to themselves, their partner, or their 
connection when they potentially degrade the relationship by complaining.  Given that this trend 
was most positive among partners in established relationships, investment in the relationship 
may coincide with larger increases in the threat of complaining when relational uncertainty is 
elevated.  
 It is important to note that relationship status and relationship length moderated the 
association between a complaining goal and relational uncertainty in similar but not identical 
ways.  Examining the simple slopes of the 3-way interactions between a complaining goal, 
relational uncertainty, and relationship status (or relationship length) indicates that both 
relationship status and relationship length accompany more positive associations between a 
complaining goal and perception of threat when relational uncertainty is elevated.  However, the 
simple intercept values distinguish the two moderators.  For relationship status, the intercept 
shows that more casual partners experiencing relational uncertainty report a higher mean level of 
threat (intercept = 2.60) than more serious partners experiencing relational uncertainty (intercept 
= 2.12; see Figure 9).  In contrast, the intercept values for relationship length show that partners 
in longer relationships who are uncertain about their involvement report a higher mean level of 
threat (intercept = 2.43) than partners in shorter relationships who are uncertain about their 
involvement (intercept = 1.84; see Figure 10).  In other words, there is a distinction between 
relationship length and relationship status as moderators, whereby only relationship length 
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predicts the highest mean levels and the steepest increases in threat of complaining as relational 
uncertainty increases.  This finding aligns with prior studies of relationship talk that have 
documented differences between relationship length and relationship intimacy as predictors of 
relationship talk experiences (Knobloch et al., 2006), and it suggests the necessity of measuring 
both constructs so they can be examined as distinct predictors.   
 The distinction between relationship length and relationship status as moderators may 
suggest an additional interpretation of the association between a complaining goal and perception 
of threat when relational uncertainty is heightened.  The highest levels of threat during negative 
relationship discussions may accompany a unique confluence of factors: substantial uncertainty 
about the relationship, lengthy romantic involvement, and a failure to label involvement as 
serious.  Although this assertion remains speculative, theorizing about relational uncertainty 
suggests that the movement from casual to serious involvement may be one transition that is 
particularly tumultuous for dyads (Solomon & Knobloch, 2001).  If partners are still navigating 
this transition after years of romantic involvement, individuals may be particularly sensitive to 
relational criticisms.    
Relational Uncertainty and a Relationship Repair Goal Predicting Threat (RQ1) 
Prior literature suggests two lines of logic about the threat of relationship repair when 
partners face ambiguous relationship circumstances.  Partners may anticipate more favorable 
outcomes when the relationship is the focus of conflict resolution conversations (Acitelli, 1988), 
yet partners experiencing relational uncertainty may be overly pessimistic (Knobloch & 
Satterlee, 2009) and may think that resolving conflict will not be effective.  Hence, I posed a 
research question to examine the issue further.  Analyses revealed one statistically significant 
interaction out of 27 tests.  The interaction showed that a repair goal was more positively 
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associated with self threat as partner uncertainty increased.  This lone interaction, interpreted 
tentatively, may suggest that when people do not know how their partner will respond to a bid to 
resolve dyadic issues, individuals may worry that they will feel vulnerable or risk damaging their 
image as they pursue relationship repair.  Furthermore, tests for covariate moderation indicated 
that the association between a relationship repair goal and self threat or feeling trapped was more 
positive for established partners as relational uncertainty increased.  Given that relational 
involvement can promote a negative bias among more serious relationships (Knobloch & 
Satterlee, 2009), partners may feel less optimistic about resolving a disagreement (Johnson & 
Roloff, 2000).  If partners anticipate that attempts to reconcile a dispute will not work, discussing 
relationship issues may coincide with feeling vulnerable or caught in untenable relationship 
circumstances.   
 Statistically significant results for RQ1 were relatively scarce, however, which suggests 
that a desire to resolve disagreements when partners feel uncertain about their relationship may 
correspond with complicated thoughts and feelings.  Partners may feel daunted by the prospect 
of a relationship repair discussion, but they may also anticipate relief following the conversation 
when they have reduced their uncertainty and mended their partnership (Emmers & Canary, 
1996).  Additionally, couples may navigate complex sets of rules when working through 
disputes, whereby partners expect certain behaviors from one another but concede that rules may 
be broken based on individual discretion (Roggensack & Sillars, 2014).  In this way, people may 
hold contradictory beliefs about conflict.  Partners, then, may feel more ambivalent about 
relationship repair conversations than uniformly threatened.   
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Relational Uncertainty and an Affirmation Goal Predicting Threat (H4)   
My fourth hypothesis holds that when relational uncertainty is low, a motivation to affirm 
the relationship is relatively non-threatening.  As relational uncertainty increases, however, the 
threat of an affirmation goal also increases because partners may feel vulnerable and worry about 
rejection (Baxter & Wilmot, 1985).  Analyses provided mixed evidence regarding the interaction 
between an affirmation goal and relational uncertainty in the perception of threat during 
relationship conversations.   
The first set of evidence revealed that a motivation to affirm the relationship was 
negatively related to relationship threat, appearing insensitive, and making the partner look 
undesirable as self uncertainty increased.  People who are uncertain about their relationship 
could be threatened by an affirmation goal because relational uncertainty is negatively associated 
with expressing affection (Knobloch, 2006) and discerning messages of affection and positive 
regard from others (Knobloch & Solomon, 2005; Theiss & Knobloch, 2013).  Yet the current 
findings suggest, however, there may be some worth to affirming the relationship as self 
uncertainty increases.  When talking about pleasant aspects of the relationship, individuals may 
not worry about portraying themselves as insensitive or their partner as undesirable, which could 
otherwise be common concerns for people who question their own involvement in the 
relationship.  Additionally, as individuals aim to affirm the partnership, they may feel safe from 
damaging the relationship because affirmations may increase a feeling of romantic connection 
(Tan et al., 2012). 
 A contrasting set of findings documented a positive interaction between an affirmation 
goal and relational uncertainty as partner uncertainty increased, particularly among lengthier 
partnerships.  This interaction was statistically significant in models predicting pressuring the 
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partner to comply and feeling trapped.  These results suggest that when people are uncertain 
about how their partner views the relationship, individuals also may have trouble gauging how 
their partner will make sense of their relationship affirmations.  Furthermore, actions aimed at 
maintaining a satisfactory relationship (e.g., speaking positively about the relationship, assuring 
the partner) often imply commitment to the relationship (Stafford, 2011; Stafford & Canary, 
1991).  In this way, partners may be perceived as wanting commitment or investment when they 
discuss positive aspects of the relationship.  Hence, people (particularly partners in longer 
relationships) may worry about pressuring their partner or locking themselves into a more 
permanent relationship during conversations that are intended to affirm the relationship.  Despite 
decreased threat in some situations, people experiencing partner uncertainty were concerned 
about negative face threats as they were motivated to affirm their connection. 
Perception of Threat Predicting Indirect Relationship Talk (H5) 
 Research suggests romantic partners strive to ease the identity and relationship threats of 
relationship conversations by hedging their thoughts (Wilson et al., 2009).  Accordingly, my fifth 
hypothesis states that perception of threat is positively associated with indirect relationship talk 
(i.e., hedging).  Analyses revealed that certain perceptions of threat were positively associated 
with self-reported and observed hedging.  Self threat positively predicted partners’ own reports 
of hedging and outside observers’ ratings of hedging.  In addition, people reported more hedging 
as their concern for relationship threat, appearing needy, appearing physically unattractive, 
appearing too forward, appearing insensitive, making the partner look undesirable, and 
pressuring the partner to comply increased, but these associations were statistically significant 
among men or more serious relationship partners only.  In all, results documented statistically 
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associations in eight out of nine tests for the self-reported variable, but only one statistically 
significant association with the observed variable.   
 When people hedge, they make threatening statements sound more tentative (Brown & 
Levinson, 1987).  In comparison to assertive or forthright statements, tentative or indirect 
comments can be more easily denied or re-interpreted after the fact.  Results revealed partners 
hedge or soften their comments in circumstances when they anticipate that dyadic conversations 
may damage the relationship, make them feel vulnerable, or portray them as needy or physically 
unappealing.  Hedging, then, may allow partners to express their thoughts and feelings while 
providing a sense of protection against making irrevocably damaging comments.   
 In addition to the logic that people use hedging to make threatening messages more 
tentative, another line of logic suggests that people use hedging to counteract comments that are 
perceived as too hostile.  Results showed that men, in particular, reported hedging when they 
anticipated looking too aggressive (i.e., appearing too forward, pressuring the partner to comply) 
or insensitive (i.e., appearing insensitive, making the partner look undesirable).  These findings 
suggest that hedging may be useful not only for making statements sound more tentative, but 
also more pleasant or amiable.  Indeed, Bradac and Mulac (1984) contend that hedging may 
downplay assertiveness in favor of sociability (i.e., appearing friendly or likeable).  In sum, 
hedging was generally positively associated with perception of threat perhaps because indirect 
communication helps prevent face loss (Brown & Levinson, 1987) or may be preferred over 
more aggressive forms of communication (Bradac & Mulac, 1984).  
One unexpected outcome was the relative scarcity of statistically significant associations 
between perception of threat and observed hedging.  Self threat was the only type of threat that 
positively predicted observed hedging, which raises questions about why there were statistically 
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significant results for self-reported hedging, but not observed hedging.  One explanation could be 
that shared method variance between self-reported perception of threat and self-reported hedging 
contributed to the association between those two variables.  Additionally, inspecting the means 
and standard deviations of self-reported hedging (M = 2.59, SD = 1.03) and observed hedging (M 
= 2.12, SD = 0.90) may offer descriptive clues about the divergence.  Judges’ ratings displayed 
less variance than the participants’ reports.  Thus, low variance in the observers’ ratings also may 
have reduced the variance available to model the association between observed hedging and 
perception of threat.   
Observers’ ratings also may be systematically distinct from participants’ reports. 
Bivariate correlations among men and among women revealed that observed hedging and self-
reported hedging were not statistically significantly associated (see Table 4).  On the surface, 
judges seemed to detect lower levels of hedging than participants reported.  Outside observers 
rated partners based on the degree to which partners made tentative comments (e.g., “I don’t 
know, but…” or “I kinda feel…”) versus bold statements (e.g., “I want…” or “I know…”), but 
partners could have been displaying hesitancy that was not perceptible to outsiders.  It is also 
possible that individuals overestimated perceptions of their own hedging.  Hedging involves 
exercising caution and downplaying assertiveness, and therefore, partners may have felt more 
timid than they seemed to outside observers.  Hence, the disparity in statistically significant 
findings between self-reported and observed hedging may stem from various methodological 
issues.  
A final set of results for H5 documented differences between men and women and 
between more serious and more casual partners.  In six out of nine tests, the association between 
perception of threat and self-reported hedging was positive for men but there was no association 
  96   
 
 
for women.  This finding is particularly interesting given the assumption that women use 
tentative language more than men (Leaper & Robnett, 2011).  It may be that the actual difference 
between women and men in hedging is quite small and is shaped by the conversational setting.  
Leaper and Robnett (2011) indicated that women, more than men, used tentative language in 
small group settings, whereas gender differences were negligible in one-on-one interactions.  The 
results of this study indicate that men may enact hedging during threatening relationship 
conversations more so than women.  
In four out of nine tests, the association between perception of threat and self-reported 
hedging was positive for partners in more serious relationships, but there was no association for 
partners in more casual relationships.  Feeling threatened by conversations may be expected 
among more casual relationships.  Indeed, partners anticipate that relationship conversations are 
taboo in new partnerships (Baxter & Wilmot, 1985).  When established partners feel intimidated 
during relationship talk, however, it may be a sign that those conversations have gone poorly in 
the past or the dyad is facing problems.  More serious partners may use tentative language to 
tread lightly when they feel intimidated so as not to risk damaging a valued relationship.   
Perception of Threat Predicting Avoidance of Relationship Talk (H6) 
My sixth hypothesis posits a positive association between perception of threat and 
avoidance of relationship talk because research suggests individuals evade relationship 
conversations when they fear the discussions may jeopardize their image or their relationship 
(Knobloch & Carpenter-Theune, 2004; Knobloch & Theiss, 2011; Theiss & Estlein, 2014).  
Partners also avoid relationship talk because they do not want to feel vulnerable or 
uncomfortable (Baxter & Wilmot, 1985; Roloff & Ifert, 1998), or they worry discussing dyadic 
issues will create problems or conflict (Afifi & Burgoon, 1998; Caughlin & Petronio, 2004).  
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Results indicated that the perception of threat was positively associated with avoidance of 
relationship talk, particularly participants’ self-reported avoidance.  Self-reported brevity and 
self-reported humor were each positively associated with seven out of nine types of threat, and 
topic avoidance (also a self-reported variable) was positively associated with all nine types of 
threat.  In line with prior research, individuals reported more avoidance during relationship 
conversations when they perceived their face or their relationship to be at risk.  
Appearing needy was the single threat that was not statistically significantly related to 
either self-reported brevity or self-reported humor.  Concerns about appearing overly desperate 
or anxious may reflect a lack of confidence, and engaging in overt avoidance behaviors in 
threatening situations may take a considerable amount of self-assurance.  Appearing needy was 
positively related to topic avoidance, however.  This finding aligns with prior research from 
Kunkel et al. (2003) and Wilson et al. (2009) that found appearing overly dependent was 
positively associated with foregoing relationship conversations.  Although people’s reports 
showed substantial overlap in their use of brevity, humor, and topic avoidance when they felt 
threatened, people may prefer not to enact more obvious forms of avoidance in certain 
circumstances.    
Relatively few interaction effects emerged in the tests of the self-reported variables in 
H6, suggesting perception of threat and perceptions of avoidance during relationship talk are 
positively associated across various types of dyadic structures.  Prior research has indicated that 
people avoid threatening conversations in many types of relationships, ranging from cross-sex 
friendships (Afifi & Burgoon, 1998) to family relationships (e.g., Caughlin & Petronio, 2004), so 
the results of this study mirror past scholarship in that regard.  Nevertheless, there were a handful 
of differences between men and women.  Self-reported brevity and two types of threat (self 
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threat and appearing too forward) were positively associated for men, but not associated for 
women; likewise, topic avoidance and two types of threat (appearing too forward and pressuring 
the partner to comply) were positively associated for men, but not women.  Past research 
suggests that men, more than women, may withdraw from emotionally charged conflict 
conversations by becoming quiet or silent (i.e., stonewalling; Gottman & Levenson, 2000).  
Hence, several pieces of evidence from this study and prior examinations suggest that males may 
offer brief responses or refrain from bringing up topics during sensitive conversations.   
Whereas self-reported brevity was positively associated with nearly all types of threat, 
observed brevity was positively associated with only relationship threat.  Furthermore, that 
association was moderated by relationship status, such that there was a positive association for 
couples who were moderately serious or more seriously involved, but there was no association 
for more casual couples.  In other words, outside judges were able to detect participants’ use of 
brevity when seriously or moderately seriously dating partners perceived threat of relationship 
damage.  More serious dating partners may find it prudent to exercise caution during 
conversations that could endanger a valued relationship.  Serious involvement encourages pro-
social relationship behavior, such as making sacrifices and accommodating the partner (Van 
Lange & Rusbult, 2011).  Instead of communicating without restraint, partners may circumscribe 
their potentially harmful thoughts by offering brief comments.  Outside observers may have been 
able to spot these instances of brevity if the established couples conversed with ease during parts 
of the conversation (as one might expect from a committed or intimate couple), but partners 
became short or clipped when a threatening topic was broached. 
Statistically significant associations between observed humor and perception of threat 
were similarly scarce; however, observed humor was marginally negatively associated with two 
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types of threat.  Thus, results revealed marginal evidence that outside judges’ humor ratings were 
highest when partners’ reports of self threat and concerns about appearing needy were lowest.  
These results depart markedly from the seven out of nine positive associations that emerged 
between perception of threat and self-reported humor.  Although there are many possible reasons 
for this this divergence, I speculate on two potential explanations.  First, the covariate of realism 
was negatively related to self-reported humor, but positively related to observed humor.  This 
means that when participants reported using humor to lighten a serious relationship conversation, 
participants deemed the conversation as less realistic than conversations in which observers 
detected humor.  In essence, outside judges identified humor in conversations that participants 
viewed as more natural.  Hence, the self-report humor items may have triggered participants to 
recall more strained attempts to lighten the mood, which would logically accompany heightened 
perception of threat.  Conversely, observers’ ratings may have reflected more natural attempts at 
humor, which could reasonably be inversely related to threat.  A second explanation is that 
participants may have recalled lightening the conversation using tactics other than the overt jokes 
observers were trained to detect, and thus the two measures would have assessed slightly 
different behaviors.  Humor as an avoidance behavior seems to be associated with different 
perceptions between people inside the conversation and outside observers.  
Overall, comparing ratings and self-reports for behavioral avoidance revealed notable 
differences between the measurements.  Comparing bivariate correlations (see Table 4) revealed 
that, among men, self-reported brevity and observed brevity were positively related, and among 
women, self-reported humor and observed humor were positively related.  There was no 
association, however, between the two humor variables for men, and between the two brevity 
variables for women.  Afifi et al. (2008), the scholars who developed the coding system for 
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behavioral avoidance, encountered a comparable situation in which participants’ self-reported 
avoidance was unrelated to raters’ observations of avoidance, and participants’ self-reported 
anxiety was related to self-reported avoidance, but not judges’ rating of avoidance.  In a second 
study, Afifi, McManus, Steuber, and Coho (2009) found little evidence for an association 
between romantic partners’ self-reported avoidance and observers’ ratings of avoidance.  
Afifi and her colleagues (2008) offered several explanations for their incongruent 
findings between self-report and observational measurements, which may help clarify my results.  
Afifi et al. surmised that avoidance enacted by tense communicators may not be easily 
perceptible by outsiders, because people develop skills to mask their avoidance behaviors.  
Indeed, if open and free-flowing communication is an ideal standard romantic partners associate 
with healthy relationships (Vangelisti & Daly, 1997), then individuals may want to conceal 
avoidance.  Afifi et al. (2008) also concluded that participants may not be adept at gauging their 
own avoidance if they seem more open than they believe.  In this way, individuals may intend to 
avoid, but their avoidance behaviors are too subtle to be detected by others.  As may have been 
the case with observed hedging, lower mean levels of observed brevity (M = 2.27, SD = 1.04) 
and observed humor (M = 1.89, SD = 0.76) when compared with self-reported brevity (M = 2.56, 
SD = 1.22) and self-reported humor (M = 3.00, SD = 1.28) offers preliminary descriptive 
evidence that participants report more avoidant behaviors than outside observers.  
Indirect Relationship Talk Predicting Communication Satisfaction (RQ2) 
Past research shows mixed evidence about the association between indirect messages and 
communication satisfaction.  Politeness theory suggests that indirect messages are preferable 
when individuals are motivated to mitigate face threats (Brown & Levinson, 1987), and direct 
statements may be problematic if they seem jarring or confrontational (Dillard & Kinney, 1994).  
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Conversely, explicit communication may be connected with satisfying experiences because 
partners can negotiate intimacy, increase mutual understanding, reduce uncertainty, and show 
solidarity and liking (Dillard et al., 1996; Theiss & Solomon, 2007).  Thus, indirect 
communication may be judged more negatively.  Hence, I posed a research question about the 
connection between indirect relationship talk and communication satisfaction.  Analyses 
revealed that self-reported hedging was negatively related to communication satisfaction, but 
there was no association between observed hedging and participants’ evaluation of the 
conversation.  Therefore, results from this study align (in part) with the perspective that people 
evaluate indirect relationship talk negatively. 
There are multiple reasons that could explain why self-reported hedging and 
communication satisfaction were negatively associated.  To begin, hedging can be perceived as 
powerless communication (i.e., language that lacks authoritativeness), and may portray a speaker 
as timid or uncertain (Bradac & Mulac, 1984; Hosman, 1989).  Additionally, polite and indirect 
messages are associated with perceptions of submissiveness within relationships (Dillard, 
Wilson, Tusing, & Kinney, 1997; McLaren, Dillard, Tusing, & Solomon, 2014).  Thus, partners 
may dislike feeling powerless in the relationship.    
Another reason self-reported hedging was evaluated as dissatisfying could be that 
politeness becomes less central in close relationships.  According to Brown and Levinson (1987), 
saving face becomes less important in intimate relationships than in superficial ones.  A corollary 
idea suggests that if partners in close relationships are too polite, they may be viewed as distant, 
uninvolved, or insensitive.  Conventional messages that rely on norms for politeness are 
perceived less positively than more personalized messages, particularly in difficult or complex 
communication situations (Caughlin, Brashers, Ramey, Kosenko, Donovan-Kicken, & Bute, 
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2008; O’Keefe, 1988, 1997).  Moreover, people may expect close others to be direct, because 
directness acknowledges interdependence and serves as a sign of unity (Dillard et al., 1996).  If 
personalized and explicit messages are preferred over conventional messages within the realm of 
relationship talk, partners may have been dissatisfied with the conversation as they perceived 
themselves hedging.  
In line with the general pattern of results for observed variables, observed hedging was 
not associated with communication satisfaction.  As may have been the case with other null 
findings for the observed variables, observed hedging may have been unrelated to 
communication satisfaction because of low variation in observers’ ratings or the imperceptibility 
of hedging cues.  However, research on communication ideals may also offer clues as to why an 
association emerged between communication satisfaction and self-reported hedging, but not 
observed hedging.  In a culture that places value on open communication within close 
relationships, people’s estimations of their communication may be a closer reflection of their 
satisfaction than a measurement of their actual behavior (Goldsmith & Miller, 2014).  In other 
words, partners may not separate evaluations of their communication from reports of how they 
communicate. Correspondingly, participants in this study may have made pessimistic evaluations 
of the conversation when they perceived hindrances to their communication (i.e., hedging), 
whereas raters’ judgments of partners’ behavior would have remained relatively unimpeded by 
appraisals of healthy or strained communication.   
Avoidance of Relationship Talk Predicting Communication Satisfaction (RQ3) 
Although avoidance is not inevitably dissatisfying (Caughlin & Afifi, 2004), past 
research suggests that avoidance of relationship issues is negatively associated with satisfaction 
(Caughlin & Golish, 2002; Dailey & Palomares, 2004; Theiss & Estlein, 2014).  In one of the 
  103   
 
 
only direct examinations of the link between relational communication and communication 
satisfaction, Bevan and Stetzenbach (2007) found that the more siblings avoided during 
conversations about jealousy in their relationship, the less likely they were to feel satisfied with 
their interaction.  Thus, I proposed a research question regarding the link between avoidance of 
relationship talk and communication satisfaction.  Investigating this association revealed that 
topic avoidance was negatively related to communication satisfaction, but there was no 
association between communication satisfaction and self-reported brevity, observed brevity, self-
reported humor, or observed humor.  Given the single negative association between topic 
avoidance and communication satisfaction found in the current study, this investigation is partly 
consistent with the body of research that indicates avoidance is dissatisfying.   
 Avoiding discussions about relationship issues may be dissatisfying when eschewing 
conversation is attributed to the dyad lacking closeness (Caughlin & Afifi, 2004).  Avoiding 
relationship talk may correspond with concerns about the stability or intimacy level of 
partnership, given that partners rely on relationship conversations to understand the nature of 
their involvement (Baxter & Wilmot, 1985; Goldsmith & Baxter, 1996).  Although partners may 
avoid as a protective mechanism to keep themselves from learning unwanted information (Afifi 
& Burgoon, 1998), partners may feel unsatisfied when they perceive restrictions on broaching 
relationship issues.  
  Results indicated that there was no association between communication satisfaction and 
behavioral avoidance (self-reported or observed).  Neither participants’ reports of brevity and 
humor nor observers’ ratings of brevity and humor were indicative of participants’ evaluations of 
the conversation.  Evidence that self-reported behavior did not predict communication 
satisfaction is curious given that an individual’s own perception of avoidance is often considered 
  104   
 
 
a strong predictor of satisfaction (Afifi et al., 2009).  Afifi et al. (2009) argue that if people 
believe avoidance is occurring, that perception is more important to their satisfaction than other 
evaluations of avoidance, such as a partner’s perceptions or observable actions.  Nevertheless, 
the results for this study failed to find evidence for an association, even when examining a 
person’s own perceptions of brevity and humor.  Hence, the explanation for this finding may be 
rooted in a difference between cognitive and behavioral forms of avoidance.   
Topic avoidance (i.e., an internal decision to refrain from discussing a topic; Afifi et al., 
2008) was associated with communication satisfaction, but brevity and humor (i.e., actions 
exhibited in the attempt to evade conversation; Afifi et al., 2008) were not related to the 
evaluation of the conversation.  Thus, people’s internal motivation to avoid was more closely 
linked to their evaluations than were the behaviors they enacted in service of avoidance.  Perhaps 
individuals view avoidance behaviors as lower-level steps to achieving the superordinate purpose 
of evading conversation about an issue (Berger, 1997).  The results of this study suggest that 
when predicting communication satisfaction, partners may assign more importance to their 
motivation to avoid than to the actions they use to achieve that end.   
Theoretical Implications 
My dissertation integrates concepts from theories of uncertainty and theories of 
communication goals to explicate the varying levels of threat posed by relationship 
conversations.  Hence, theoretical contributions of this project span three areas of 
communication and relationship scholarship: relationship talk, relational uncertainty, and 
communication goals. 
Relationship talk. Conversations about relational issues occupy a fundamental role in 
close partnerships because communication reveals the meaning people ascribe to their 
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relationship (Goldsmith & Baxter, 1996).  Despite the importance of relationship talk, scholars 
have only begun to theorize about the various conditions under which relationship talk is deemed 
helpful versus risky.  In certain circumstances, discussing the relationship is associated with 
dyadic benefits (e.g., Acitelli, 2001), but in other situations, relational conversations are 
intimidating and taboo (e.g., Baxter & Wilmot, 1985).  My study adds to scholars’ understanding 
of important communicative mechanisms at work in personal relationships by clarifying why 
certain relationship conversations are more threatening than others.  
To illuminate the variation in people’s perceptions of relationship talk, I examined 
elements of the relationship environment (i.e., relational uncertainty) and the immediate 
conversation (i.e., communication goals). My results suggest that both of these factors coincide 
with how people appraise conversations about relationship issues.  Relationship ambiguity was 
more positively associated with threat when partners were geared toward achieving certain goals 
such as conveying dissatisfaction with the relationship.  Conversely, relational uncertainty shared 
more negative associations with threat when partners were motivated to achieve other goals such 
as affirming the relationship.  Thus, integrating aspects of the relationship climate with proximal 
communication goals offers scholars a more detailed theoretical picture of how partners perceive 
relationship talk.   
Examining both relational uncertainty and communication goals may shed new light on 
past research findings that show both benefits and drawbacks for relationship talk.  For instance, 
results showed a motivation to affirm the relationship was negatively associated with relationship 
threat as self uncertainty increased.  Prior scholarship has found that relationship talk tends to 
occur during important and satisfying moments between dating partners (e.g., establishing 
exclusivity; Baxter & Bullis, 1986), and individuals rate relationship talk as positive, important, 
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and deep (Goldsmith & Baxter, 1996).  Couples experiencing the stress of a health crisis feel 
more satisfaction and intimacy when they engage in frequent relationship talk (Badr & Acitelli, 
2005; Badr et al., 2008; Manne et al., 2014).  Connecting the current study to past literature 
could suggest that relationship talk is viewed positively when the conversation is geared toward 
quieting uncomfortable feelings of uncertainty or anxiety about the relationship via relationship 
affirmations.   
Prior scholarship has also identified situations in which partners evaluate relationship talk 
negatively.  Relationship talk can be a taboo topic, especially for new or transitioning 
relationships (Baxter & Wilmot, 1985; Goldsmith & Baxter, 1996) or dyads who have not 
established mutual commitment (Guerrero & Chavez, 2005; Knobloch & Solomon, 2003).  
Results from this investigation indicate that partner uncertainty relates to more threat of an 
information-seeking or complaining goal. Linking this finding to previous scholarship could 
imply a problematic combination between being uncertain about a partner’s involvement and 
feeling intimidated to seek information or express dissatisfaction about the relationship.  Hence, 
analyzing the connection between the relationship climate in which relationship conversations 
occur and partners’ communicative goals during relationship talk may illuminate broader 
patterns within relationship talk research.  
Relational uncertainty.  Uncertainty pervades human relationships (Berger & Bradac, 
1982; Knobloch & Satterlee, 2009), yet uncertainty can create challenges for people.  Theorizing 
about relational uncertainty, in particular, suggests that ambiguity in relationships diminishes 
individuals’ ability to predict outcomes with confidence, decreases individuals’ perceptions of 
efficacy, and amplifies the evaluations people make about their partners and their relationships 
(Knobloch, 2010).  Past research shows that when romantic partners perceive ambiguity in their 
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relationship, they often anticipate negative outcomes and view relationship conversations as 
threatening (Knobloch & Carpenter-Theune, 2004; Knobloch & Theiss, 2011).  More 
specifically, relationship talk heightens the face threat of communicating with a partner 
(Knobloch & Satterlee, 2009; Knobloch et al., 2010).  This investigation builds upon the 
foundation of theorizing to extend scholars’ understanding of how relational uncertainty is linked 
to partners’ communication about the relationship. 
Results documented a positive association between relational uncertainty and perception 
of threat in most tests of H1.  Talking about a partnership in an environment of relational 
ambiguity is linked to heightened feelings of threat, perhaps because partners are unsure what 
outcomes the conversations will bring and how they will be viewed as a result of the discussion 
(Knobloch et al., 2010; Knobloch & Theiss, 2011).  Although multiple studies have shown 
relational uncertainty is positively associated with perception of threat in a general way, my 
results demonstrate the complexity of interpreting messages when relationship questions arise.   
Results suggested that men were particularly susceptible to feeling threatened by 
relationship talk as relational uncertainty increased.  Men (more than women) anticipated 
relationship and self threat, concerns about appearing too forward or insensitive, and worries 
about pressuring the partner to comply as relational uncertainty increased.  Although some lines 
of research show that males and females react to relationship talk in different ways (Acitelli, 
1988, 1992, 2001), few studies of relational uncertainty and relationship talk have identified 
gender differences.  Hence, researchers may find it useful to further examine differences between 
men and women in future investigations of relational uncertainty and relationship talk.   
An alternate line of further inquiry that may be productive is gender stereotypes.  Perhaps 
in the context of heterosexual dyads talking about their relationship, relational uncertainty 
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corresponds with partners relying on scripts or stereotypes to anticipate the needs and wants of 
their partner.  Without a confident base of knowledge about a partner or the relationship, 
individuals may default to gauging how the typical male or female might behave.  If this is the 
case, men may feel more threatened during relationship conversations when they over-estimate 
their female partner’s need for openness and connection (Roggensack & Sillars, 2014).  Hence, it 
may be fruitful for scholars to investigate not only whether small gender differences impact 
relational uncertainty, but more broadly how partners who lack relational information make 
decisions and construct plans for conversation.     
The results of this study also suggest that theorizing about relational uncertainty may 
benefit from further examinations of relational ambiguity throughout dyadic development.  The 
current project revealed that relationship length and relationship status frequently moderated 
associations with relational uncertainty.  Partners in longer relationships (as compared with 
partners in shorter relationships) generally felt more threat of relationship damage, making the 
partner look undesirable, appearing needy, feeling trapped, and pressuring the partner to comply 
as self or relationship uncertainty increased.  Regarding specific communication goals, 
individuals in lengthier relationships experiencing partner uncertainty were concerned with: (a) 
making the partner look undesirable when attempting to seek information, (b) feeling trapped 
when their motivation was to complain or repair the relationship, and (c) pressuring the partner 
to comply and feeling trapped when they aimed to affirm the relationship.  More serious partners 
(as compared with more casual partners) were more likely to feel trapped when complaining or 
repairing the relationship as partner uncertainty increased.  
Certainly, relational uncertainty can occur across the relationship trajectory (e.g., Nagy & 
Theiss, 2013).  Yet I was intrigued to identify heightened threat among more long-term or 
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serious partners as relational uncertainty increased, given past research that documents taboos for 
talking about the relationship in new relationships (Baxter & Wilmot, 1985) and increased 
prominence of relationship talk within longer partnerships (Knobloch et al., 2006).  Moreover, 
foundational theorizing about relational uncertainty has nominated the transition from casual to 
serious courtship as a prime fount for relational uncertainty (Solomon & Knobloch, 2001), but 
perhaps there is another key transition during lengthy or serious courtship that corresponds with 
increased relationship questions.  A speculative explanation is that long-term or established 
dating partners may feel pressure to decide about life-long commitment and marriage, which 
would reasonably coincide with some of salient relationship talk threats identified in my results 
(e.g., feeling trapped or pressuring the partner to comply).  Thus, the results of this study 
contribute to scholarship on relational uncertainty by potentially identifying another important 
transition associated with relationship ambiguity.  
 Goals. Theories of communication goals coalesce around the assumption that 
communication is purposeful (Berger, 2002; Wilson, 2007).  Examining goals shows how 
immediate motivations mold conversations (Dillard, 1997).  Relationship talk varies in form and 
function, as partners rely on conversations about the relationship to achieve various goals 
(Knobloch et al., 2006).  Past scholarship suggests that four goals frequently drive relationship 
talk: seeking information (e.g., Acitelli, 2001), complaining (e.g., Surra & Bartell, 2001; Zhang 
& Stafford, 2008), repairing the relationship (e.g., Acitelli, 2001; Emmers & Canary, 1996), and 
affirming the relationship (e.g., Acitelli, 2001; Tan et al., 2012).  Analyzing goals in relationship 
talk provides insight into the diverse nature of relationship discussions, and highlights the 
importance of promoting a multi-faceted conceptualization of relationship talk.   
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This study also underscores theories of communication goals as a useful lens to 
understand the threat of relationship talk.  Scholars posit that striving to meet primary goals may 
naturally generate concerns about one’s image and relationship well-being (Brown & Levinson, 
1987; Dillard, 1990).  Many of the analyses showed that motivations to seek information, 
complain, repair the relationship, and affirm the relationship were directly associated with 
perception of threat.  Main effects revealed that an information-seeking goal was positively 
associated with making the partner look undesirable when in a model with partner uncertainty.  
A motivation to complain showed positive main effects in 16 of 27 models and predicted every 
type of threat except for appearing physically unattractive and pressuring the partner to comply.  
Among 11 models, a relationship repair goal was positively related to five threats: relationship 
threat, self threat, appearing insensitive, feeling trapped, and making the partner look 
undesirable.  A motivation to affirm the relationship showed negative main effects in 11 models 
predicting four specific threats: relationship threat, self threat, appearing insensitive, and making 
the partner look undesirable.  These findings reveal that certain relationship talk goals (e.g., 
complaining) may be more threatening than others (e.g., affirming the relationship), and 
therefore, these results may pinpoint a baseline from which to gauge the difficulty of a given 
relationship conversation.   
 Consistent with previous scholarship on goals, results from this study emphasize the 
importance of examining multiple goals in interpersonal interaction.  People regularly face 
situations in which they must manage various competing goals (Caughlin, 2010; Caughlin et al., 
2011; Dillard et al., 1989), and theories of communication goals are adept at describing how 
communication becomes problematic when multiple demands conflict (Dillard, 1990; O’Keefe, 
1988).  Although participants in this study were assigned to a particular condition that 
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emphasized one primary conversational aim, participants regularly reported that multiple goals 
would be important during their discussions.  Hence, results from this project support previous 
theorizing about the prominence of multiple goals in communication.   
Practical Implications 
In addition to the theoretical contributions of this project, there are pragmatic 
implications of this research.  Relationship talk is associated with dyadic well-being (Acitelli, 
2008), yet little is known about how partners can manage conversations about relationship issues 
in better and worse ways.  Indeed, if partners routinely view relationship talk as difficult (Baxter 
& Wilmot, 1985; Knobloch & Solomon, 2005), offering practical knowledge about surmounting 
this difficulty is beneficial.  Examining specific behaviors that aid (or hinder) partners during 
relationship conversations could be useful for programs or services aimed at helping individuals 
build and maintain fulfilling interpersonal relationships.   
 This project shows the importance of tailoring programs and services to meet the needs of 
couples across the relationship trajectory.  The results documented various instances when 
partners in lengthier relationships experienced increased threat of relationship talk.  Furthermore, 
people’s intimidation often coincided with elevated relational uncertainty.  Undoubtedly, 
relationship discussions become easier and more comfortable as partners establish a routine and 
coordinate how they relate to one another (Knobloch, 2007a).  Yet, this coordination may be 
temporary, in need of maintenance, or may never fully solidify for some dyads.  My results 
suggest that established partners may be ill-prepared to deal with this circumstance, given that 
long-standing couples reported amplified image and relational concerns.  For this reason, long-
term partners may benefit from educational programing or services that promote methods for 
managing relational uncertainty and fostering discussion between partners.  
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 As another practical contribution, this study sheds light on the types of assistance that 
may help partners feel satisfied with their relationship conversations.  Partners reported less 
communication satisfaction as they reported more hedging and topic avoidance.  On the surface, 
this finding may imply that partners would benefit from developing skills to help them decrease 
their tendency to retreat during relationship talk (i.e., hedge or become avoidant).  On a general 
level, this advice may be productive, but what may be more beneficial are suggestions that foster 
a more complex skill set.  Advising people to eliminate hedging and avoidance overlooks the 
difficulty of putting that suggestion into practice and ignores the potential benefits of those 
actions.  Using tentative language may display tact or friendliness and downplay aggressiveness 
(Bradac & Mulac, 1984), which partners could certainly put to good use in certain situations.  
Likewise, avoidance may correspond with few negative outcomes if partners avoid conversations 
to protect the relationship from serious harm (Caughlin & Afifi, 2004).   
An alternate to suggesting prescriptions for or against particular behaviors may be to 
generate a range of possible actions replete with advantages and disadvantages for each.  To that 
end, this study suggests that hedging and avoidance are positively associated with prosocial 
relationship considerations.  Men, in particular, use tentative language when they think they 
might harm the relationship during dyadic discussions.  Men and women alike circumscribe their 
responses, attempt to lighten the conversation, and evade certain topics when they are concerned 
about damaging their romantic connection or imposing on the partner.  Indirect messages and 
avoidance, therefore, may be advantageous when they stem from relationship-preserving 
intentions.  Another possible benefit is that hedging and avoidance may help partners actually 
alleviate feelings of threat, evidence for which is beyond the scope of the current study, but 
would be a fruitful avenue for future research.  Conversely, hedging and topic avoidance are 
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negatively associated with communication satisfaction.  These actions may foster feelings of 
depleted confidence or being silenced. Indirect messages and avoidance, then, may be 
deleterious if they reveal hindrances or deficiencies in communication.  
Strengths and Limitations 
I am encouraged by the strengths of my project.  First, my synthesis of multiple theories 
and perspectives integrates concepts from uncertainty theories, theories of communication goals, 
politeness theory, and scholarship on avoidance.  Drawing connections between theoretical 
perspectives extends knowledge by illuminating common insights and identifying areas for 
future research.  My analysis of theories of uncertainty and communication goals revealed that 
those perspectives share a common interest in face threat.  Face threat corresponds with 
ambiguous relationship circumstances and is related to immediate conversational motivations.  
Furthermore, my examination of indirect relationship messages and avoidance of relationship 
talk showed that partners engage in both types of actions when they perceive threat to themselves 
or their relationship.  My synthesis highlights interesting connections among a diverse group of 
theories and perspectives.  
A second strength of this project is my multi-method approach that combined 
observational and self-report procedures to test my hypothesized model.  Multi-method research 
offers clarity on complex concepts and illuminates biases inherent in any single-method 
approach (Denscombe, 2008).  Triangulating measures revealed incongruent reports between 
participants’ survey responses and outside observers’ ratings of indirect relational messages and 
avoidance behaviors.  As discussed previously, the discrepancy may be an artifact of several 
factors: participants overestimating their behavior, participants masking their actions, or outside 
observers struggling to discern imperceptible behaviors (Afifi et al., 2008).  Interpreting 
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differences between self-reported and observed variables revealed important insights into how 
partners perceive their relationship conversations.  For instance, partners may not separate global 
evaluations of communication from reports of how they communicate (Goldsmith & Miller, 
2014), which raises key considerations for theory and measurement in future examinations of 
relationship talk.  
Although strengths of this study are notable, there are limitations as well.  To begin, my 
sample of participants was drawn from a relatively homogenous population of college-aged 
students attending a large, Midwestern university.  My sample was somewhat diverse in terms of 
race and ethnicity, yet all participants were between the age 18 and 29.  For this reason, my 
results do not reflect the experiences of middle-aged or elderly couples or young adolescent 
daters.  Moreover, my sample of heterosexual dyads precludes generalizing these results to 
same-sex relationships.  Second, I assessed all survey measures in the same order for every 
participant. Of note, my measure of communication satisfaction immediately followed measures 
of indirectness and avoidance, which may have introduced extraneous error or bias from ordering 
effects.  Third, the cross-sectional nature of my data eliminates the possibility of determining 
directional influences between variables, and in fact, past research has identified bidirectional 
relationships among the variables I measured.  For instance, a couple’s satisfaction leading up to 
a relationship conversation, in part, shapes how partners behave during the conversation and how 
they feel afterward (Afifi et al., 2009).  Thus, interpretations of my results focus on general 
associations between variables as opposed to antecedents or consequences. Finally, despite 
extensive training for the outside observers who rated indirectness and avoidance behaviors, the 
range of behaviors that judges were able to reliably rate was smaller than I anticipated.  Several 
behaviors (e.g., challenging the validity of the topic, hostility) did not occur with enough 
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frequency to allow judges to rate them reliably, and raters were not able to distinguish hinting 
and ambiguity, most likely because these actions are traditionally analyzed by rating small 
excerpts of written messages, not by assessing conversations more globally. 
Directions for Future Research 
 Future research should attend to three important matters.  First, the results of this study 
produced some curious and exciting results that should be followed up in future research.  I 
speculated that a confluence of heightened relational uncertainty, lengthy romantic participation, 
and a failure to commit to serious involvement may be a particularly daunting circumstance for 
partners who are attempting to discuss their relationship.  Moreover, I wondered if there may be 
an important, yet unexamined transition among long-term dating partners that corresponds with 
increased relational uncertainty.  Incorporating either of these ideas in future research would 
expand knowledge about relational uncertainty across the relationship trajectory.    
Second, scholars should investigate the extent to which the successful enactment of goals 
or the successful lowering of threat shapes partners behaviors or perceptions.  Achieving certain 
goals or reducing the threat of relationship conversations may be a meaningful component of 
dyadic discussions, but this is an as-yet unexamined area of relationship talk research.  
Furthermore, scholarship would benefit from understanding whether certain indirect messages or 
avoidance tactics relate to better or worse outcomes for couples.  Even if perceptions of 
tentativeness and avoidance seem dissatisfying to partners, perhaps some behaviors are more 
functional than others in maintaining satisfying communication long term.  Practices that are 
satisfying after a single conversation may be less gratifying over the course of a partnership.     
Third, research should continue to capitalize on opportunities offered by dyadic data 
analysis.  Examining how partners influence one another is at the heart of understanding 
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interpersonal relationships.  Future research should examine how partners’ perceptions of threat 
in relationship talk may be contagious, whereby one partner’s threat transfers to the other 
partner.  Likewise, investigating partners’ use of indirect messages or avoidance behaviors may 
add depth to scholars’ understanding of how actual communication behavior shapes perceptions 
and relationships.  
Conclusion 
 The results of this study suggest that people’s perception of relational uncertainty and 
their goals correspond with their perception of threat during relationship talk.  Generally, threat 
increases as relational uncertainty increases, and certain goals are deemed more threatening than 
others.  When partners perceive threat, they typically report delivering relationship messages 
indirectly or avoiding relationship conversations.  Incongruent reports between participants’ 
survey responses and outside observers’ ratings of indirectness and avoidance suggest 
participants may overestimate or mask their actions or outside judges may be unable to detect 
these subtle behaviors.  People evaluated conversations more negatively as their use of indirect 
relationship talk and avoidance of relationship talk increased, but this association was limited to 
two of the seven communication variables.  The findings underscore theorizing about relational 
uncertainty and communication goals as a useful guide for examining variation in people’s 
perceptions of relationship talk.  Practical contributions of this study include suggestions about 
which couples may benefit from targeted programs and services and recommendations about the 
types of practices that may help partners feel satisfied with their relationship discussions.   
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TABLES 
Table 1  
Hypothesized Interaction Effects (H2-H4, RQ1)  
Primary Goal Secondary Concerns Interaction with Relational 
Uncertainty 
Seek information  Mitigating threats to: 
Self 
Relationship 
Context-specific face loss 
Own positive face 
Looking too forward 
Looking overly needy 
Looking insensitive 
Looking less attractive 
Own negative face 
Restricted from dating 
others 
Partner’s positive face  
Looking like an 
undesirable mate 
Partner’s negative face 
Pressured to comply 
The importance of an information-
seeking goal is more positively 
associated with threat when relational 
uncertainty is high rather than low 
(H2) 
Complain The importance of a complaining goal 
is more positively associated with 
threat when relational uncertainty is 
high rather than low (H3) 
Repair relationship How do relational uncertainty and the 
importance of a relationship repair 
goal interact in relation to the threat of 
relationship talk? (RQ1) 
Affirm relationship  The importance of an affirmation goal 
is positively associated with threat 
when relational uncertainty is high 
and is negatively associated with 
threat when relational uncertainty is 
low (H4) 
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Table 2  
Prompts for Conversation Tasks  
Goal: Information seeking (adapted from Baxter & Wilmot, 1984) 
We would like you and your partner to have a conversation in which you seek 
information about the relationship. You may want to talk about where the relationship 
stands, how you each feel about the relationship, or some other issue between you that 
you would like more information about. Your goal is simply to get information about a 
topic that you have been wondering about.  
 
Goal: Complaining (adapted from Knobloch et al., 2006) 
We would like you and your partner to have a conversation that addresses a negative 
topic in your relationship. You might want to spend this time talking about an area of 
dissatisfaction in your relationship, discussing a problem, or bringing up something that 
irritates you. Your goal is to discuss a negative relationship issue.  
 
Goal: Repairing (adapted from Sillars et al., 2014) 
We would like you and your partner to have a conversation about a relationship issue that 
represents an area of disagreement between you. You might want to spend some time 
talking about how this issue affects your relationship and what you could do to solve the 
problem. Your goal is to work through a disagreement together. 
 
Goal: Affirming (adapted from Knobloch et al., 2006) 
We would like you and your partner to have a conversation about a part of your 
relationship that makes you both happy. You may want to reminisce about a shared 
activity, express affection, or talk about the good aspects of your relationship. Your goal 
is to discuss a pleasant part of your relationship. 
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Table 3  
 
Descriptive Statistics for Men and Women, and T-test Results for Differences Between Men and 
Women 
 
 Men   Women  
 M SD  M SD t (68†) 
Self Uncertainty 1.83 0.86  1.84 1.06 -0.11 
Partner Uncertainty 1.98 0.95  2.06 1.20 -0.52 
Relationship Uncertainty 1.89 0.96  1.98 1.16 -0.65 
Information-Seeking Goal 4.82 0.98  4.97 0.80 -1.09 
Complaining Goal  3.92 1.48  3.86 1.50 0.28 
Repair Goal 4.05 1.42  3.96 1.54 -1.82 
Affirmation Goal 5.03 0.95  5.31 0.67 0.46 
Relationship Threat 1.89 1.07  1.81 0.85 0.59 
Self Threat 2.10 0.98  2.13 0.96 -0.16 
Appearing Too Forward 2.39 1.06  2.31 0.95 0.47 
Appearing Overly Needy 2.22 1.02  2.32 0.96 -0.59 
Appearing Insensitive 2.33 1.07  2.00 0.92 2.11* 
Appearing Unattractive 1.59 0.65  1.62 0.64 -0.25 
Feeling Trapped 2.11 1.00  1.74 0.86   2.66** 
Making Partner Look Undesirable 1.65 0.81  1.66 0.88 -0.11 
Pressuring Partner to Comply 2.30 1.14  2.54 1.20 -1.36 
Self-Reported Hedging 2.49 0.99  2.64 1.03 -0.98 
Self-Reported Brevity 2.56 1.29  2.52 1.11 0.26 
Self-Reported Humor 3.12 1.33  2.90 1.22 1.05 
Observed Hedging 2.10 0.84  2.20 0.92 -0.72 
Observed Brevity 2.37 1.03  2.22 1.00 0.92 
Observed Humor 1.95 0.77  2.01 0.84 -0.57 
Topic Avoidance 1.69 0.85  1.53 0.68 1.47 
Communication Satisfaction 4.78 0.95  4.76 0.92 0.16 
Note. N = 138 individuals for all variables except hedging (N = 126), brevity (N = 128), and humor (N = 128). †T-test analyses, df 
= 62 for self-reported hedging; df = 63 for self-reported brevity, self-reported humor, and observed hedging; df = 64 for observed 
brevity and observed humor.  
* p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.
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Table 4 
 
Bivariate Correlations Among Women, Among Men, and Within Couples 
 
Variable V1 V2 V3 V4 V5 V6 V7 V8 V9 V10 V11 V12 V13 V14 V15 V16 V17 V18 V19 V20 V21 V22 V23 V24 
V1: SFUC .33
**
 .84
**
 .91
**
 .05 .16 .14 -.05 .15 .04 -.03 .02 .12 .00 .29
*
 .16 .01 .20 .10 .18 .07 -.01 .01 .20 -.15 
V2: PTUC .81
**
 .30
*
 .88
**
 .01 .12 .09 -.06 .17 .12 .08 .20 .09 .01 .12 .09 -.03 .26
*
 -.01 .17 .13 -.06 .04 .18 -.13 
V3: RPUC .91
**
 .79
**
 .47
**
 .09 .19 .16 -.04 .16 .07 .01 .08 .06 -.05 .22 .04 -.06 .24 .02 .18 .08 -.07 .03 .18 -.15 
V4: INFO -.13 -.18 -.09 .22 .58
**
 .57
**
 .33
**
 .01 .13 .05 -.04 -.05 -.15 -.14 -.05 -.17 -.19 -.31
*
 -.24 -.01 .00 -.20 -.22 .11 
V5: CMPLN -.02 -.06 .00 .55
**
 .34
**
 .93
**
 -.04 .30
*
 .33
**
 .22 .22 .28
*
 .14 .12 .23 .08 -.22 -.20 -.12 .08 .13 -.13 -.07 -.03 
V6: REPR -.01 -.07 .03 .52
**
 .82
**
 .31
**
 .01 .33
**
 .34
**
 .22 .18 .31
**
 .15 .07 .21 .06 -.20 -.12 .00 .06 .14 -.08 -.08 -.02 
V7: AFIRM -.49
**
 -.30
*
 -.45
**
 .09 -.05 .03 -.17 -.25
*
 -.19 -.13 -.06 -.29
*
 -.14 -.07 -.17 -.13 -.13 .10 -.07 -.10 .09 -.12 -.05 .13 
V8: RETHR .50
**
 .45
**
 .44
**
 .01 .25
*
 .18 -.42
**
 .31
*
 .75
**
 .48
**
 .50
**
 .60
**
 .49
**
 .58
**
 .61
**
 .38
**
 .19 .15 .37
**
 .17 .12 .04 .42
**
 -.22 
V9: SFTHR .41
**
 .37
**
 .35
**
 .08 .26
*
 .13 -.33
**
 .70
**
 .12 .53
**
 .47
**
 .46
**
 .35
**
 .39
**
 .46
**
 .24
*
 .15 -.07 .14 .18 -.01 -.03 .21 -.21 
V10: FORW .30
*
 .31
*
 .27
*
 -.16 .17 .06 -.35
**
 .55
**
 .58
**
 .07 .63
**
 .66
**
 .52
**
 .32
**
 .53
**
 .49
**
 .07 .05 .26
*
 .03 -.03 .14 .17 -.07 
V11: NEED .46
**
 .55
**
 .45
**
 -.15 .16 .02 -.26
*
 .60
**
 .46
**
 .63
**
 .02 .52
**
 .58
**
 .30
*
 .44
**
 .50
**
 .30
*
 .12 .24 .07 .08 -.04 .25
*
 -.30
*
 
V12: INSEN .41
**
  .20 .30
*
 -.08 .13 .15 -.51
**
 .54
**
 .56
**
 .62
**
 .25
*
 .11 .60
**
 .49
**
 .83
**
 .53
**
 -.04 .33
**
 .35
**
 -.06 .02 .02 .25
*
 -.13 
V13: UNAT .21  .20  .19 -.24
*
 -.09 -.10 -.05 .27
*
 .38
**
 .43
**
 .39
**
 .36
**
 -.09 .46
**
 .58
**
 .40
**
 .15 .38
**
 .39
**
 .02 .25
*
 -.02 .25
*
 -.07 
V14: TRAP .42
**
 .30
*
 .36
**
 -.01 -.08 -.05 -.37
**
 .28
*
 .30
*
 .40
**
 .36
**
 .51
**
 .28
*
 .24 .61
**
 .54
**
 .06 .46
**
 .44
**
 .02 .05 .07 .46
**
 -.31
**
 
V15: PBAD .48
**
 .33
**
 .40
**
 -.08 .02 -.05 -.62
**
 .61
**
 .51
**
 .43
**
 .37
**
 .59
**
 .26
*
 .34
**
 .16 .62
**
 -.05 .35
**
 .33
**
 .02 .10 .01 .28
*
 -.10 
V16: CPLY .38
**
 .39
**
 .41
**
 -.10 .11 .03 -.27
*
 .54
**
 .55
**
 .71
**
 .58
**
 .55
**
 .34
**
 .34
**
 .48
**
 .20 -.02 .41
**
 .46
**
 -.11 .02 -.06 .21 -.24
*
 
V17: HEDG .28
*
  .23  .23 -.15 .17 .06 -.23 .50
**
 .52
**
 .59
**
 .34
**
 .47
**
 .32
**
 .10 .40
**
 .54
**
 .27
*
 .17 .07 .17 .07 -.02 .44
**
 -.39
**
 
V18: BRIEF .18  .21  .10 -.35
**
 -.07 -.07 -.12 .41
**
 .38
**
 .46
**
 .26
*
 .47
**
 .36
**
 .34
**
 .23 .43
**
 .53
**
 .29
*
 .65
**
 .02 .20 .09 .40
**
 -.23 
V19: HUMR .27
*
 .32
**
  .20 -.18 -.09 -.04 -.05 .33
**
 .36
**
 .32
**
 .27
*
 .35
**
 .19 .29
*
 .14 .38
**
 .35
**
 .72
**
 .22 .11 .12 .27
*
 .26
*
 -.23 
V20: OHED .11 .21  .14 .14 .19 .17 -.06 .12 .38
**
 .21 .18 .08 .09 -.09 .03 .23 .06 -.05 .04 .22 .46
**
 -.12 .26
*
 -.22 
V21: OBRF -.03 -.08 -.14 -.19 .00 -.13 -.22 .20 .26
*
 .15 .08 .30
*
 .26
*
 -.01 .15 .09 .26
*
 .43
**
 .30
*
 .05 .20 -.04 .16 -.20 
V22: OHM -.11 -.13 -.16 .15 -.04 .06 .12 -.13 -.26
*
 -.15 -.23 -.06 -.14 -.01 -.22 -.15 -.10 .15 .06 -.12 .02 .41
**
 -.11 .09 
V23: TAVD .25
*
 .35
**
   .22 -.20 -.02 .03 -.09 .42
**
 .40
**
 .52
**
 .32
**
 .41
**
 .37
**
 .36
**
 .32
**
 .48
**
 .52
**
 .71
**
 .54
**
 .07 .13 .03 .31
**
 -.32
**
 
V24: CSAT -.23 -.26
*
  -.19 .27
*
 .20 .16 .17 -.26
*
 -.30
*
 -.31
**
 -.37
**
 -.20 -.34
**
 -.15 -.28
*
 -.26
*
 -.35
**
 -.35
**
 -.28
*
 .09 -.28
*
 .27
*
 -.39
**
 .35
**
 
Note. Correlations for women are displayed above the diagonal and correlations for men are below the diagonal. Intraclass correlations (ρ) are underlined and listed on the diagonal. SFUC = self 
uncertainty;  PTUC = partner uncertainty; RPUC = relationship uncertainty; INFO = information-seeking goal; CMPLN = complaining goal; REPR = repair goal; AFIRM = affirmation goal; RETHR = 
relationship threat; SFTHR = self threat; FORW = appearing too forward; NEED = appearing needy; INSEN = appearing insensitive; UNAT = appearing physically unattractive; TRAP = feeling 
trapped; PBAD = making partner look undesirable; CPLY = pressuring partner to comply; HEDG = self-reported hedging; BRIEF = self-reported brevity; HUMR = self-reported humor; OHED = 
observed hedging; OBRF  =  observed brevity; OHM = observed humor; TAVD = topic avoidance; CSAT = communication satisfaction. 
*p < 0.05. ** p < 0.01.
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Table 5 
 
Multilevel Model with Relational Uncertainty Predicting Perception of Threat (H1) 
 
           Relationship Threat  Self Threat 
 b (SE) t   b (SE) t  
Intercept 
 
2.00 (0.10)   19.40
***
  2.20 (0.10) 21.92
***
 
Slopes for Covariates        
       Biological Sex -0.02 (0.06) -0.24  0.01 (0.08) 0.11 
       Relationship Length   0.01 (0.00) 1.26  0.00 (0.01) 0.31 
       Relationship Status -0.12 (0.18) -0.67  0.05 (0.18) 0.25 
       Realism -0.04 (0.28) -0.57  -0.10 (0.08) -1.22 
Slopes for Main Effects        
       Self Uncertainty  0.46 (0.11) 4.25
***
  0.36 (0.12) 3.06
***
 
        
Intercept 
 
1.93 (0.12) 19.40
***
  2.20 (0.11) 19.35
***
 
Slopes for Covariates        
       Biological Sex -0.03 (0.07) -0.45  -0.01 (0.09) -0.13 
       Relationship Length  -0.00 (0.01) -0.04  0.00 (0.01) 0.18 
       Relationship Status -0.17 (0.20) -0.88  0.01 (0.19) 0.06 
       Realism -0.01 (0.08) -0.14  -0.07 (0.08) -0.79 
 
Slopes for Main Effects        
       Partner Uncertainty 0.25 (0.11) 2.21
*
  0.34 (0.12) 2.84
**
 
        
Intercept 
 
1.99 (0.11)   17.82
***
  2.20 (0.10) 19.40
***
 
Slopes for Covariates        
       Biological Sex -0.02 (0.07) -0.27  0.00 (0.08) 0.05 
       Relationship Length   0.01 (0.01) 0.85  0.00 (0.01) 0.36 
       Relationship Status -0.17 (0.19) -0.89  0.02 (0.19) 0.08 
       Realism -0.04 (0.08) -0.48  -0.10 (0.08) -1.21 
Slopes for Main Effects        
    Relationship Uncertainty 
 
0.31 (0.11) 2.84
**
  0.27 (0.11) 2.40
*
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Table 5 (continued) 
 
Multilevel Model with Relational Uncertainty Predicting Perception of Threat (H1) 
 
 Appearing Too Forward Appearing Needy Appearing Insensitive Appearing Unattractive Feeling Trapped 
 b (SE) t   b (SE) t  b (SE) t  b (SE) t  b (SE) t 
Intercept 2.44 (0.11)  21.92***  2.36 (0.10) 23.47***  2.36 (0.10) 23.02***  1.68 (0.06) 26.36***  2.09 (0.09) 22.47*** 
Slopes for Covariates                    
   Biological Sex -0.05 (0.09) -0.60  0.08 (0.08) 0.96  -0.18 (0.08) -2.22
*
  0.03 (0.06) 0.52  -0.15 (0.07) -2.12
*
 
   Relationship Length  0.01 (0.01) 1.32  0.01 (0.01) 1.82  0.01 (0.01) 1.50  0.01 (0.00) 2.79
**
   0.02 (0.01)  2.98
**
 
   Relationship Status -0.01 (0.20) -0.07  -0.20 (0.18) -1.10  -0.11 (0.19) -0.58  -0.09 (0.12) -0.74  -0.25 (0.17) -1.50 
   Realism -0.02 (0.09) -0.19  -0.18 (0.08) -2.24
*
  -0.11 (0.08) -1.33  -0.20 (0.05) -3.76
**
  -0.09 (0.08) -1.24 
Slopes for Main Effects                    
   Self Uncertainty 0.29 (0.13) 2.27
*
  0.30 (0.12) 2.55
*
  0.50 (0.12) 4.20
**
  0.19 (0.08) 2.47
*
  0.50 (0.11) 4.69
***
 
Intercept 2.49 (0.12)  20.69***  2.39 (0.11) 22.23***  2.34 (0.12) 19.17***  1.71 (0.07) 24.06***  2.07 (0.11) 18.58*** 
Slopes for Covariates                    
   Biological Sex -0.06 (0.09) -0.71  0.06 (0.08) 0.71  -0.17 (0.09) -1.88  0.02 (0.06) 0.38  -0.14 (0.08) -1.76
*
 
   Relationship Length 0.01 (0.01) 1.82  0.02 (0.01) 2.23
*
  0.01 (0.01) 0.94  0.01 (0.00) 2.48
*
   0.02 (0.01)  2.21
**
 
   Relationship Status -0.10 (0.20) -0.48  -0.21 (0.18) -1.13  -0.32 (0.21) -1.57  -0.13 (0.12) -1.08  -0.48 (0.19) -2.54
*
 
   Realism   0.01 (0.09) 0.15  -0.13 (0.08) -1.66  -0.10 (0.09) -1.15  -0.17 (0.05) -3.03
**
  -0.09 (0.08) -1.04 
Slopes for Main Effects                    
   Partner Uncertainty 0.38 (0.13) 2.99
***
  0.44 (0.11) 3.91
***
  0.20 (0.13) 1.61  0.18 (0.08) 2.33
*
  0.20 (0.11)  1.77 
Intercept 2.49 (0.11)  22.38***  2.43 (0.10) 24.70***  2.35 (0.11) 21.55***  1.70 (0.07) 26.13***  2.12 (0.10) 21.86*** 
Slopes for Covariates                    
  Biological Sex -0.05 (0.09) -0.58  0.08 (0.08) 0.90  -0.17 (0.09) -1.98  0.03 (0.06) 0.50  -0.14 (0.08) -1.83 
  Relationship Length  0.01 (0.01) 1.78  0.02 (0.01) 2.40
*
   0.01 (0.01) 1.35  0.01 (0.00) 2.49
**
   0.02 (0.01)  3.05
**
 
  Relationship Status -0.06 (0.20) -0.30  -0.20 (0.18) -1.12  -0.21 (0.20) -1.08  -0.10 (0.12) -0.85  -0.33 (0.18) -1.88 
  Realism -0.04 (0.09) -0.39  -0.18 (0.08) -2.23
*
  -0.13 (0.09) -1.53  -0.20 (0.05) -3.60
**
  -0.12 (0.08) -1.56 
Slopes for Main Effects                    
  Relationship 
Uncertainty 
0.31 (0.12) 2.51
**
  0.36 (0.11) 3.30
***
  0.31 (.12) 2.59
*
  0.15 (0.07) 2.02
*
  0.38 (0.11) 3.65
***
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Table 5 (continued) 
 
Multilevel Model with Relational Uncertainty Predicting Perception of Threat (H1) 
 
 
 Making Partner Look Undesirable  Pressuring Partner to Comply 
 b (SE) t  b (SE) t 
Intercept 
 
1.85 (0.08)   22.92
***
  2.58 (0.13) 20.27
***
 
Slopes for Covariates        
       Biological Sex  0.02 (0.07) 0.33  0.14 (0.09) 1.51 
       Relationship Length   0.02 (0.01) 4.45
***
  0.03 (0.01) 2.75
**
 
       Relationship Status -0.15 (0.15) -0.99  -0.34 (0.23) -1.50 
       Realism -0.05 (0.07) -0.74  -0.28 (0.10) -2.82
**
 
Slopes for Main Effects        
       Self Uncertainty 0.54 (0.09) 5.74
**
  0.33 (0.14) 2.35
*
 
        
Intercept 
 
1.83 (0.10)   18.10
***
  2.66 (0.14) 18.69
***
 
Slopes for Covariates        
       Biological Sex  0.02 (0.07) 0.23  0.13 (0.09) 1.38 
       Relationship Length   0.02 (0.01) 3.07
**
  0.03 (0.01) 2.71
**
 
       Relationship Status -0.29 (0.07) -1.69  -0.52 (0.24) -2.19
*
 
       Realism -0.03 (0.07) -0.40  -0.25 (0.10) -2.46
*
 
 
Slopes for Main Effects        
       Partner Uncertainty 0.33 (0.10) 3.12
***
  0.26 (0.14) 1.84 
        
Intercept 
 
1.87 (0.09)   21.74
***
  2.63 (0.13) 20.55
***
 
Slopes for Covariates        
       Biological Sex  0.03 (0.07) 0.40  0.14 (0.09) 1.50 
       Relationship Length   0.02 (0.01) 4.14
***
  0.03 (0.01) 2.97
**
 
       Relationship Status -0.21 (0.16) -1.30  -0.37 (0.23) -1.63 
       Realism -0.07 (0.07) -0.93  -0.30 (0.10) -2.96
**
 
Slopes for Main Effects        
       Relationship 
       Uncertainty 
 
0.41 (0.09) 4.31
***
  0.32 (0.13) 2.40
*
 
Note. N = 138 individuals.   
* p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.  
  142 
 
 
 
Table 6 
 
Multilevel Model with Relational Uncertainty and Information-Seeking Goal Predicting Threat (H2) 
 
 Relationship Threat  Self Threat 
 b (SE) t  b (SE) t 
Intercept 2.11 (0.12)   17.39
***
  2.39 (0.12)   20.11
***
 
Slopes for Covariates        
    Biological Sex -0.01 (0.07) -0.21  -0.03 (0.09) -0.36 
    Relationship Length   0.02 (0.01) 2.04
*
  0.01 (0.01) 0.99 
    Relationship Status -0.12 (0.23) -0.53  -0.22 (0.24) -0.89 
    Realism -0.03 (0.09) -0.32  -0.16 (0.10) -1.70 
Slopes for Main Effects        
    Self Uncertainty 0.63 (0.12) 5.08
***
  0.49 (0.13) 3.66
***
 
    Information-Seeking 0.05 (0.13) 0.35  0.01 (0.14) 0.07 
Slopes for Interaction Effects        
    Self Uncertainty x 
        Information-Seeking 
0.03 (0.12) 0.25  0.18 (0.14) 0.20 
Intercept 1.89 (0.12) 15.19
***
  2.22 (0.11) 19.55
***
 
Slopes for Covariates        
    Biological Sex -0.04 (0.07) -0.61  -0.08 (0.09) -0.84 
    Relationship Length -0.00 (0.01) -0.12  0.00 (0.01) 0.43 
    Relationship Status 0.07 (0.23) 0.30  0.12 (0.22) 0.54 
    Realism -0.02 (0.09) -0.19  -0.16 (0.10) -1.64 
Slopes for Main Effects        
   Partner Uncertainty 0.37 (0.13) 2.84
**
  0.51 (0.13) 3.78
***
 
   Information-Seeking 0.09 (0.14) 0.65  0.21 (0.14) 1.52 
Slopes for Interaction Effects        
    Partner Uncertainty x 
        Information-Seeking 
-0.18 (0.13) -1.38  0.04 (0.14) 0.28 
Intercept 2.03 (0.12)   16.63
***
  2.32 (0.12)   19.90
***
 
Slopes for Covariates        
    Biological Sex 0.01 (0.07) 0.15  0.01 (0.09) 0.06 
    Relationship Length 0.01 (0.01) 1.56  0.01 (0.01) 1.17 
    Relationship Status -0.10 (0.22) -0.47  -0.15 (0.23) -0.65 
    Realism -0.00 (0.09) -0.02  -0.13 (0.10) -1.32 
Slopes for Main Effects        
    Relationship Uncertainty 0.45 (0.12) 3.44
***
  0.35 (0.13) 2.73
**
 
    Information-Seeking 0.05 (0.13) 0.43  0.08 (0.13) 0.60 
Slopes for Interaction Effects        
    Relationship Uncertainty x 
        Information-Seeking 
-0.05 (0.12) -0.43  0.12 (0.14) 0.84 
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Table 6 (continued) 
 
Multilevel Model Predicting Threat from Relational Uncertainty and Information-Seeking Goal (H2) 
 
 Appearing Too Forward  Appearing Needy  Appearing Insensitive 
 b (SE) t  b (SE) t  b (SE) t 
Intercept 2.48 (0.14) 17.71
***
  2.33 (0.13) 18.40
***
  2.46 (0.13)   19.15
***
 
Slopes for Covariates            
    Biological Sex -0.07 (0.10) -0.71  0.08 (0.09) 0.88  -0.20 (0.08) -2.39
*
 
    Relationship Length 0.01 (0.01) 1.24  0.01 (0.01) 1.01  0.02 (0.01) 2.33
*
 
    Relationship Status -0.01 (0.28) -0.05  -0.05 (0.25) -0.18  -0.03 (0.25) -0.10 
    Realism -0.01 (0.11) -0.05  -0.09 (0.10) -0.87  -0.14 (0.10) -1.41 
Slopes for Main Effects            
    Self Uncertainty 0.37 (0.15) 2.38
*
  0.32 (0.14) 2.31
*
  0.74 (0.14) 5.36
***
 
    Information-Seeking -0.01 (0.16) -0.04  0.02 (0.15) 0.13  0.05 (0.15) 0.32 
Slopes for Interaction Effects            
    Self Uncertainty x 
        Information-Seeking 
0.03 (0.16) 0.17  -0.05 (0.14) -0.35  -0.01 (0.14) -0.08 
Intercept 2.46 (0.12)  19.74
***  2.34 (0.11)  22.28
***  2.29 (0.12)   18.41
***
 
Slopes for Covariates            
    Biological Sex -0.09 (0.10) -0.97  0.05 (0.09) 0.54  -0.19 (0.10) -1.99 
    Relationship Length 0.01 (0.01) 1.42  0.02 (0.01) 2.12
*
  0.01 (0.01) 1.11 
    Relationship Status 0.12 (0.24) 0.51  0.11 (0.21) 0.54  0.02 (0.24) 0.10 
    Realism 0.01 (0.11) 0.10  -0.06 (0.09) -0.68  -0.13 (0.11) -1.18 
Slopes for Main Effects            
   Partner Uncertainty 0.49 (0.15) 3.34
***
  0.60 (0.13) 4.79
***
  0.41 (0.15) 2.84
**
 
   Information-Seeking 0.15 (0.15) 0.99  0.22 (0.13) 1.72  0.20 (0.15) 1.32 
Slopes for Interaction Effects            
    Partner Uncertainty x 
        Information-Seeking 
-0.06 (0.15) -0.38  -0.14 (0.14) -1.03  -0.11 (0.15) -0.74 
Intercept 2.48 (0.13)  19.35
***  2.38 (0.11) 20.94
***  2.37 (0.13)   18.69
***
 
Slopes for Covariates            
    Biological Sex -0.06 (0.20) -0.59  0.10 (0.09) 1.05  -0.16 (0.09) -1.81 
    Relationship Length 0.01 (0.01) 1.30  0.01 (0.01) 1.69  0.02 (0.01) 1.70 
    Relationship Status 0.02 (0.25) 0.10  -0.08 (0.22) -0.38  -0.07 (0.24) -0.28 
    Realism -0.01 (0.11) -0.06  -0.08 (0.10) -0.81  -0.14 (0.10) -1.31 
Slopes for Main Effects            
    Relationship Uncertainty 0.31 (0.14) 2.52
**
  0.38 (0.13) 2.94
***
  0.44 (0.14) 3.20
***
 
    Information-Seeking 0.01 (0.14) 0.09  -0.01 (0.13) -0.04  0.08 (0.14) 0.55 
Slopes for Interaction Effects            
    Relationship Uncertainty x 
        Information-Seeking 
-0.06 (0.15) -0.39  -0.09 (0.14) -0.64  -0.07 (0.15) -0.47 
.  
  144 
 
 
 
Table 6 (continued) 
 
Multilevel Model Predicting Threat from Relational Uncertainty and Information-Seeking Goal (H2) 
 
 Appearing Unattractive  Feeling Trapped 
 b (SE) t  b (SE) t 
Intercept 1.65 (0.08) 20.52
***
  2.11 (0.10)   21.18
***
 
Slopes for Covariates        
    Biological Sex 0.04 (0.06) 0.61  -0.17 (0.08) -2.26
*
 
    Relationship Length 0.01 (0.01) 2.08
*
  0.02 (0.01) 3.88
**
 
    Relationship Status 0.01 (0.16) 0.09  -0.15 (0.20) -0.75 
    Realism -0.20 (0.07) -2.99
**
  -0.08 (0.08) -1.01 
Slopes for Main Effects        
    Self Uncertainty 0.22 (0.09) 2.42
*
  0.73 (0.11) 6.54
***
 
    Information-Seeking -0.07 (0.10) -0.74  -0.03 (0.12) -0.28 
Slopes for Interaction Effects        
    Self Uncertainty x 
        Information-Seeking 
-0.11 (0.09) -1.17  -0.01 (0.12) -0.07 
Intercept 1.68 (0.07)   23.36
***
  2.06 (0.10)   19.79
***
 
Slopes for Covariates        
    Biological Sex 0.02 (0.06) 0.35  -0.17 (0.09) -1.95 
    Relationship Length 0.01 (0.01) 2.42
*
  0.02 (0.01) 2.72
**
 
    Relationship Status 0.06 (0.14) 0.39  -0.33 (0.20) -1.62 
    Realism -0.15 (0.07) -2.29
*
  -0.11 (0.09) -1.13 
Slopes for Main Effects        
   Partner Uncertainty 0.25 (0.09) 2.92
***
  0.39 (0.12) 3.14
***
 
   Information-Seeking 0.03 (0.09) 0.37  0.10 (0.13) 0.76 
Slopes for Interaction Effects        
    Partner Uncertainty x 
        Information-Seeking 
-0.05 (0.09) -0.49  0.07 (0.13) 0.52 
Intercept 1.70 (0.07)   22.67
***
  2.09 (0.10)   20.83
***
 
Slopes for Covariates        
    Biological Sex 0.04 (0.06) 0.70  -0.14 (0.08) -1.68 
    Relationship Length 0.01 (0.01) 2.24
*
  0.02 (0.01) 2.96
**
 
    Relationship Status -0.07 (0.15) -0.46  -0.28 (0.20) -1.41 
    Realism -0.19 (0.07) -2.85
**
  -0.10 (0.09) -1.16 
Slopes for Main Effects        
    Relationship Uncertainty 0.18 (0.09) 2.06
*
  0.48 (0.11) 4.22
***
 
    Information-Seeking -0.09 (0.09) -1.07  -0.06 (0.11) -0.55 
Slopes for Interaction Effects        
    Relationship Uncertainty x 
        Information-Seeking 
-0.04 (0.09) -0.45  0.02 (0.12) 0.13 
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Table 6 (continued) 
 
Multilevel Model with Relational Uncertainty and Information-Seeking Goal Predicting Threat (H2) 
 
 Making Partner Look Undesirable  Pressuring Partner to Comply 
 b (SE) t  b (SE) t 
Intercept 1.90 (0.12)   20.58
***
  2.68 (0.15)   17.87
***
 
Slopes for Covariates        
    Biological Sex -0.02 (0.07) -0.27  0.10 (0.10) 1.00 
    Relationship Length   0.03 (0.01) 4.26
***
  0.03 (0.01) 3.48
***
 
    Relationship Status 0.05 (0.19) 0.26  -0.27 (0.29) -0.92 
    Realism -0.03 (0.08) -0.44  -0.35 (0.11) -3.08
**
 
Slopes for Main Effects        
    Self Uncertainty 0.74 (0.10) 7.08
***
  0.61 (0.16) 3.80
***
 
    Information-Seeking 0.07 (0.11) 0.62  0.01 (0.17) 0.05 
Slopes for Interaction Effects        
    Self Uncertainty x 
        Information-Seeking 
0.01 (0.11) 0.12  0.10 (0.16) 0.63 
Intercept 1.80 (0.09)   20.55
***
  2.61 (0.14)   18.53
***
 
Slopes for Covariates        
    Biological Sex -0.03 (0.08) -0.36  0.08 (0.20) 0.79 
    Relationship Length   0.02 (0.01) 3.40
***
  0.03 (0.01) 2.66
*
 
    Relationship Status 0.14 (0.17) 0.83  -0.17 (0.27) -0.62 
    Realism -0.03 (0.08) -0.34  -0.30 (0.12) -2.57
*
 
Slopes for Main Effects        
   Partner Uncertainty 0.61 (0.11) 5.74
***
  0.50 (0.16) 3.12
***
 
   Information-Seeking 0.27 (0.11) 2.46
*
  0.19 (0.17) 1.15 
Slopes for Interaction Effects        
    Partner Uncertainty x 
        Information-Seeking 
-0.11 (0.12) -0.95  -0.02 (0.17) -0.13 
Intercept 1.84 (0.09)   19.84
***
  2.62 (0.14)   18.89
***
 
Slopes for Covariates        
    Biological Sex 0.00 (0.08) 0.05  0.12 (0.10) 1.21 
    Relationship Length   0.02 (0.01) 3.15
**
  0.03 (0.01) 2.81
**
 
    Relationship Status 0.02 (0.19) 0.10  -0.20 (0.27) -0.76 
    Realism -0.04 (0.08) -0.47  -0.34 (0.11) -2.92
**
 
Slopes for Main Effects        
    Relationship Uncertainty 0.50 (0.11) 4.69
***
  0.47 (0.15) 3.08
***
 
    Information-Seeking 0.11 (0.11) 1.00  0.07 (0.15) 0.44 
Slopes for Interaction Effects        
    Relationship Uncertainty x 
        Information-Seeking 
0.02 (0.12) 0.13  0.02 (0.16) 0.13 
Note. N = 138 individuals.   
* p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001. 
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Table 7 
 
Multilevel Model with Relational Uncertainty and Complaining Goal Predicting Threat (H3) 
 
 Relationship Threat  Self Threat 
 b (SE) t  b (SE) t 
Intercept 1.98 (0.10)   19.29
***
  2.17 (0.11)   20.64
***
 
Slopes for Covariates        
    Biological Sex 0.03 (0.07) 0.48  0.04 (0.08) 0.45 
    Relationship Length   0.02 (0.01) 1.80  0.01 (0.01) 0.88 
    Relationship Status -0.17 (0.19) -0.92  0.00 (0.20) 0.01 
    Realism -0.09 (0.08) -1.13  -0.09 (0.09) -1.05 
Slopes for Main Effects        
    Self Uncertainty 0.42 (0.12) 3.49
***
  0.26 (0.13) 2.01
*
 
    Complaining 0.23 (0.07) 3.42
***
  0.20 (0.07) 2.87
**
 
Slopes for Interaction Effects        
    Self Uncertainty x 
        Complaining 
0.01 (0.09) 1.63  0.08 (0.09) 0.91 
Intercept 1.92 (0.12)   15.93
***
  2.21 (0.11) 19.74
***
 
Slopes for Covariates        
    Biological Sex -0.04 (0.07) -0.58  -0.01 (0.08) -0.16 
    Relationship Length   0.00 (0.01) 0.20  0.01 (0.01) 1.09 
    Relationship Status -0.05 (0.20) -0.25  0.10 (0.20) 0.48 
    Realism -0.01 (0.09) -0.12  -0.05 (0.09) -0.58 
Slopes for Main Effects        
   Partner Uncertainty 0.35 (0.12) 2.82
**
  0.44 (.13) 3.48
***
 
   Complaining 0.22 (0.07) 3.12
***
  0.22 (.07) 3.09
***
 
Slopes for Interaction Effects        
    Partner Uncertainty x 
        Complaining 
0.06 (0.08) 0.78  0.10 (.09) 1.12 
Intercept 1.98 (0.11) 17.42
***
  2.20 (.11)   19.76
***
 
Slopes for Covariates        
    Biological Sex 0.04 (0.07)  0.50  0.06 (0.08) 0.78 
    Relationship Length   0.02 (0.01) 1.58  0.01 (0.01) 1.38 
    Relationship Status -0.28 (0.21) -1.33  -0.11 (0.21) -0.53 
    Realism -0.09 (0.09) -1.05  -0.11 (0.09) -1.24 
Slopes for Main Effects        
    Relationship Uncertainty 0.27 (0.12) 2.31
*
  0.21 (0.12) 1.73 
    Complaining 0.23 (0.07) 3.19
***
  0.20 (0.07) 2.65
**
 
Slopes for Interaction Effects        
    Relationship Uncertainty x 
        Complaining 
0.13 (0.08) 1.55  0.07 (0.09) 0.83 
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Table 7 (continued) 
 
Multilevel Model with Relational Uncertainty and Complaining Goal Predicting Threat (H3) 
 
 Appearing Too Forward  Appearing Needy  Appearing Insensitive 
 b (SE) t  b (SE) t  b (SE) t 
Intercept 2.41 (0.09) 19.84
***
  2.35 (0.11) 22.35
***
  2.32 (0.11) 21.89
***
 
Slopes for Covariates            
    Biological Sex -0.04 (0.10) -0.44  0.09 (0.09) 0.95  -0.16 (0.09) -1.80 
    Relationship Length  0.01 (0.01) 1.05   0.01 (0.01) 0.86   0.01 (0.01) 1.49 
    Relationship Status 0.04 (0.23) 0.16  -0.09 (0.21) -0.43  -0.13 (0.21) -0.64 
    Realism -0.04 (0.10) -0.39  -0.18 (0.09) -1.97  -0.12 (0.09) -1.38 
Slopes for Main Effects            
    Self Uncertainty 0.32 (0.15) 2.09
*
  0.37 (0.14) 2.69
**
  0.51 (0.14) 3.71
***
 
    Complaining 0.17 (0.08) 2.09
*
  0.13 (0.07) 1.82  0.22 (0.07) 2.99
**
 
Slopes for Interaction Effects            
    Self Uncertainty x 
        Complaining 
0.08 (0.11) 0.47  -0.03 (0.10) -0.29  0.07 (0.10) 0.76 
Intercept 2.49 (0.13) 19.85
***
  2.38 (0.11) 21.81
***
  2.37 (0.12) 19.25
***
 
Slopes for Covariates            
    Biological Sex -0.04 (0.09) -0.45  0.08 (0.08) 0.90  -0.15 (0.09) -1.61 
    Relationship Length  0.02 (0.01) 1.57   0.01 (0.01) 1.37   0.01 (0.01) 1.47 
    Relationship Status -0.04 (0.22) -0.17  -0.11 (0.20) -0.56  -0.29 (0.22) -1.34 
    Realism 0.01 (0.10) 0.07  -0.09 (0.09) -0.98  -0.09 (0.10) -0.95 
Slopes for Main Effects            
   Partner Uncertainty 0.40 (0.14) 2.83
**
  0.53 (0.12) 4.26
***
  0.32 (0.14) 2.29
*
 
   Complaining 0.14 (0.08) 1.76  0.15 (0.07) 2.13
*
  0.23 (0.08) 2.93
**
 
Slopes for Interaction Effects            
    Partner Uncertainty x 
        Complaining 
0.07 (0.10) 0.69  -0.03 (0.08) -0.39  0.10 (0.09) 1.02 
Intercept 2.50 (0.12) 20.71
***
  2.44 (0.10) 23.23
***
  2.32 (0.55) 4.96
***
 
Slopes for Covariates            
    Biological Sex -0.01 (0.10) -0.12  0.11 (0.09) 1.12  -0.15 (0.10) -1.55 
    Relationship Length  0.02 (0.01) 1.59   0.02 (0.01) 1.63   0.01 (0.01) 1.17 
    Relationship Status -0.07 (0.24) -0.28  -0.18 (0.22) -0.82  -0.27 (0.23) -1.18 
    Realism -0.06 (0.10) -0.56  -0.17 (0.09) -1.93  -0.14 (0.10) -1.43 
Slopes for Main Effects            
    Relationship Uncertainty 0.36 (0.14) 2.63
**
  0.42 (0.12) 3.45
***
  0.28 (0.13) 2.16
*
 
    Complaining 0.10 (0.08) 1.24  0.08 (0.07) 1.08  0.22 (0.08) 2.83
**
 
Slopes for Interaction Effects            
   Relationship Uncertainty x 
        Complaining 
-0.02 (0.10) -0.19  -0.08 (0.09) -0.85  0.06 (0.10) 0.64 
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Table 7 (continued) 
 
Multilevel Model with Relational Uncertainty and Complaining Goal Predicting Threat (H3) 
 
 Appearing Unattractive Feeling Trapped 
 b (SE) t  b (SE) t 
Intercept 1.68 (0.07) 24.18***  2.08 (0.09) 23.58*** 
Slopes for Covariates        
    Biological Sex 0.03 (0.06) 0.54  -0.11 (0.07) -1.56 
    Relationship Length  0.01 (0.01) 1.44   0.02 (0.01) 2.53
*
 
    Relationship Status -0.07 (0.14) -0.49  -0.25 (0.17) -1.44 
    Realism -0.18 (0.06) -2.98
**
  -0.01 (0.07) -0.20 
Slopes for Main Effects        
    Self Uncertainty 0.21 (0.09) 2.28
*
  0.65 (0.11) 5.72
***
 
    Complaining 0.04 (0.05) 0.91  0.05 (0.06) 0.88 
Slopes for Interaction Effects        
    Self Uncertainty x 
        Complaining 
-0.12 (0.06) -1.85  -0.07 (0.08) -0.87 
Intercept 1.73 (0.08) 22.90***  2.14 (0.10) 21.13*** 
Slopes for Covariates        
    Biological Sex 0.03 (0.06) 0.50  -0.12 (0.08) -1.56 
    Relationship Length  0.01 (0.01) 2.08
*
   0.03 (0.01) 3.31
***
 
    Relationship Status -0.14 (0.14) -1.04  -0.51 (0.18) -2.77
**
 
    Realism -0.14 (0.30) -2.24
*
   0.01 (0.08) 0.16 
Slopes for Main Effects        
   Partner Uncertainty 0.23 (0.09) 2.66
**
  0.42 (0.12) 3.59
***
 
   Complaining 0.08 (0.05) 1.61  0.17 (0.07) 2.66
**
 
Slopes for Interaction Effects        
    Partner Uncertainty x 
        Complaining 
-0.03 (0.06) -0.51  0.15 (0.08) 1.87 
 
Intercept 1.70 (0.07) 23.28***  2.07 (0.10) 21.62*** 
Slopes for Covariates        
    Biological Sex 0.02 (0.06) 0.25  -0.13 (0.08) -1.69 
    Relationship Length  0.01 (0.01) 1.03   0.02 (0.01) 1.74 
    Relationship Status -0.10 (0.15) -0.65  -0.34 (0.19) -1.74 
    Realism -0.17 (0.06) -2.85
**
  -0.02 (0.08) -0.23 
Slopes for Main Effects        
    Relationship Uncertainty 0.14 (0.08) 1.71  0.42 (0.11) 3.81
***
 
    Complaining 0.03 (0.05) 0.63  0.07 (0.07) 1.14 
Slopes for Interaction Effects        
  Relationship Uncertainty x 
        Complaining 
-0.09 (0.06) -1.53  -0.01 (0.08) -0.10 
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Table 7 (continued) 
 
Multilevel Model with Relational Uncertainty and Complaining Goal Predicting Threat (H3) 
 
  Making Partner Look Undesirable  Pressuring Partner to Comply 
 b (SE) t  b (SE) t 
Intercept 1.80 (0.07) 24.16
***
  2.56 (0.13) 20.21
***
 
Slopes for Covariates        
    Biological Sex  0.00 (0.08) 0.00  0.16 (0.10) 1.70 
    Relationship Length   0.02 (0.01) 2.73
**
  0.03 (0.01) 2.62
**
 
    Relationship Status -0.01 (0.15) -0.09  -0.32 (0.24) -1.35 
    Realism -0.05 (0.07) -0.73  -0.29 (0.10) -2.79
**
 
Slopes for Main Effects        
    Self Uncertainty 0.55 (0.10) 5.45
***
  0.48 (0.16) 3.09
***
 
    Complaining 0.19 (0.05) 3.56
***
  0.17 (0.09) 1.94 
Slopes for Interaction Effects        
    Self Uncertainty x 
        Complaining 
0.11 (0.07) 1.54  0.09 (0.11) 0.81 
Intercept 1.85 (0.09)   20.12
***
  2.64 (0.14) 18.69
***
 
Slopes for Covariates        
    Biological Sex  0.00 (0.08) 0.01  0.15 (0.10) 1.54 
    Relationship Length   0.02 (0.01) 3.16
**
  0.03 (0.01) 2.71
**
 
    Relationship Status -0.14 (0.17) -0.86  -0.43 (0.25) -1.73 
    Realism 0.02 (0.08) 0.20  -0.20 (0.11) -1.78 
Slopes for Main Effects        
   Partner Uncertainty 0.54 (0.11) 5.02
***
  0.48 (0.15) 3.07
***
 
   Complaining 0.21 (0.06) 3.54
***
  0.17 (0.09) 1.95 
Slopes for Interaction Effects        
    Partner Uncertainty x 
        Complaining 
0.06 (0.07) 0.86  0.01 (0.10) 0.08 
Intercept 1.81 (0.08)   22.35
***
  3.59 (0.13) 19.93
***
 
Slopes for Covariates        
    Biological Sex  0.00 (0.08) -0.03  0.16 (0.10) 1.56 
    Relationship Length   0.02 (0.01) 1.89  0.03 (0.01) 2.05
*
 
    Relationship Status -0.06 (0.17) -0.36  -0.33 (0.26) -1.28 
    Realism -0.05 (0.07) -0.66  -0.26 (0.11) -2.48
*
 
Slopes for Main Effects        
    Relationship Uncertainty 0.39 (0.10) 4.00
***
  0.42 (0.10) 2.88
**
 
    Complaining 0.21 (0.06) 3.65
***
  0.14 (0.09) 1.55 
Slopes for Interaction Effects        
  Relationship Uncertainty x 
        Complaining 
0.13 (0.07) 1.79  0.00 (0.11) 0.02 
Note. N = 138 individuals.   
* p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.  
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Table 8 
 
Multilevel Model with Relational Uncertainty and Relationship Repair Goal Predicting Threat (RQ1) 
 
 Relationship Threat  Self Threat 
 b (SE) t  b (SE) t 
Intercept 1.99 (0.10)   19.59
***
  2.17 (0.11) 20.46
***
 
Slopes for Covariates        
    Biological Sex -0.01 (0.07) -0.08  0.01 (0.08) 0.08 
    Relationship Length   0.01 (0.01) 1.62  0.01 (0.01) 0.95 
    Relationship Status -0.14 (0.20) -0.70  0.01 (0.21) 0.06 
    Realism -0.05 (0.08) -0.60  -0.06 (0.09) -0.64 
Slopes for Main Effects        
    Self Uncertainty 0.43 (0.12) 3.59
***
  0.27 (0.13) 2.07
*
 
    Relationship Repair  0.21 (0.07) 2.98
**
  0.16 (0.07) 2.13
*
 
Slopes for Interaction Effects        
    Self Uncertainty x 
        Relationship Repair 
0.12 (0.09) 1.32  0.13 (0.10) 1.36 
Intercept 1.96 (.12)   15.84
***
  2.24 (0.12) 18.99
***
 
Slopes for Covariates        
    Biological Sex -0.05 (0.07) -0.74  -0.03 (0.09) -0.33 
    Relationship Length   0.00 (0.01) 0.52  0.01 (0.01) 1.26 
    Relationship Status -0.12 (0.20) -0.59  0.06 (0.20) 0.28 
    Realism -0.03 (0.09) -0.36  -0.08 (0.09) -0.90 
Slopes for Main Effects        
   Partner Uncertainty 0.29 (0.13) 2.26
*
  0.38 (0.13) 2.68
*
 
   Relationship Repair 0.18 (0.07) 2.44
*
  0.15 (0.08) 1.97 
Slopes for Interaction Effects        
    Partner Uncertainty x 
        Relationship Repair 
0.13 (0.09) 1.47  0.18 (0.09) 1.97
*
 
Intercept 1.98 (0.11)   17.75
***
  2.20 (0.11) 19.58
***
 
Slopes for Covariates        
    Biological Sex 0.01 (0.07) 0.09  0.05 (0.08) 0.68 
    Relationship Length   0.01 (0.01) 1.46  0.02 (0.01) 1.76 
    Relationship Status -0.27 (0.21) -1.28  -0.17 (0.22) -0.78 
    Realism -0.04 (0.09) -0.47  -0.06 (0.09) -0.66 
Slopes for Main Effects        
    Relationship Uncertainty 0.30 (0.12) 2.57
*
  0.22 (0.12) 1.84 
    Relationship Repair 0.19 (0.07) 2.52
*
  0.13 (0.08) 1.73 
Slopes for Interaction Effects        
    Relationship Uncertainty x 
        Relationship Repair 
0.05 (0.09) 0.58  0.06 (0.09) 0.67 
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Table 8 (continued) 
 
Multilevel Model with Relational Uncertainty and Relationship Repair Goal Predicting Threat (RQ1) 
 
 Appearing Too Forward  Appearing Needy  Appearing Insensitive 
 b (SE) t  b (SE) t  b (SE) t 
Intercept 2.43 (0.12) 21.09
***
  2.38 (0.10) 22.79
***
  2.33 (0.10) 23.39
***
 
Slopes for Covariates            
    Biological Sex -0.06 (0.10) -0.58  0.09 (0.09) 0.96  -0.20 (0.09) -2.13
*
 
    Relationship Length  0.01 (0.01) 1.21   0.01 (0.01) 0.90   0.01 (0.01) 1.61 
    Relationship Status -0.00 (0.24) -0.01  -0.12 (0.22) -0.56  -0.16 (0.21) -0.73 
    Realism -0.01 (0.10) -0.08  -0.15 (0.09) -1.63  -0.10 (0.09) -1.11 
Slopes for Main Effects            
    Self Uncertainty 0.30 (0.15) 2.06
*
  0.35 (0.13) 2.64
*
  0.48 (0.13) 3.70
***
 
    Relationship Repair  0.15 (0.08) 1.79  0.08 (0.08) 0.99  0.25 (0.07) 3.40
***
 
Slopes for Interaction Effects            
    Self Uncertainty x 
        Relationship Repair 
0.09 (0.11) 0.80  -0.06 (0.10) -0.62  0.13 (0.10) 1.30 
Intercept 2.49 (0.13) 19.31
***
  2.41 (0.11) 21.09
***
  2.39 (0.13) 18.87
***
 
Slopes for Covariates            
    Biological Sex -0.07 (0.09) -0.72  0.06 (0.09) 0.68  -0.18 (0.09) -1.91 
    Relationship Length  0.02 (0.01) 1.68   0.01 (0.01) 1.70   0.02 (0.01) 1.81 
    Relationship Status -0.07 (0.22) -0.34  -0.16 (0.20) -0.80  -0.37 (0.22) -1.69 
    Realism -0.00 (0.10) -0.01  -0.09 (0.09) -1.02  -0.11 (0.10) -1.09 
Slopes for Main Effects            
   Partner Uncertainty 0.33 (0.14) 2.29
*
  0.49 (0.13) 3.68
***
  0.25 (0.15) 1.76 
   Relationship Repair 0.09 (0.08) 1.13  0.11 (0.07) 1.50  0.21 (0.08) 2.57
**
 
Slopes for Interaction Effects            
    Partner Uncertainty x 
        Relationship Repair 
0.10 (0.10) 0.96  0.02 (0.09) 0.21  0.14 (0.10) 1.42 
Intercept 2.49 (0.11) 21.72
***
  2.43 (0.10) 23.80
***
  2.33 (0.11) 21.74
***
 
Slopes for Covariates            
    Biological Sex -0.03 (0.20) -0.31  0.09 (0.09) 0.99  -0.18 (0.10) -1.83 
    Relationship Length  0.02 (0.01) 1.45   0.01 (0.01) 1.38   0.01 (0.01) 1.45 
    Relationship Status -0.06 (0.24) -0.24  -0.20 (0.22) -0.90  -0.30 (0.23) -1.30 
    Realism -0.04 (0.10) -0.40  -0.14 (0.09) -1.51  -0.13 (0.10) -1.36 
Slopes for Main Effects            
    Relationship Uncertainty 0.33 (0.13) 2.47
*
  0.39 (0.12) 3.30
**
  0.31 (0.12) 2.46
*
 
    Relationship Repair 0.07 (0.08) 0.79  0.03 (0.08) 0.44  0.22 (0.08) 2.79
**
 
Slopes for Interaction Effects            
  Relationship Uncertainty x 
        Relationship Repair 
-0.05 (0.10) -0.51  -0.15 (0.09) -1.61  0.06 (0.10) 0.59 
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Table 8 (continued) 
 
Multilevel Model with Relational Uncertainty and Relationship Repair Goal Predicting Threat (RQ1) 
 
 Appearing Unattractive Feeling Trapped 
 b (SE) t  b (SE) T 
Intercept 1.68 (0.07) 24.65
***
  2.09 (0.09) 24.10
***
 
Slopes for Covariates        
    Biological Sex 0.03 (0.06) 0.48  -0.12 (0.07) -1.65 
    Relationship Length  0.01 (0.01) 1.78   0.02 (0.01) 3.32
***
 
    Relationship Status -0.14 (0.14) -0.95  -0.38 (0.18) -2.14
*
 
    Realism -0.18 (0.06) -2.94
**
  -0.01 (0.07) -0.15 
Slopes for Main Effects        
    Self Uncertainty 0.19 (0.09) 2.15
*
  0.64 (0.11) 5.84
***
 
    Relationship Repair  0.05 (0.05) 1.08  0.07 (0.06) 1.15 
Slopes for Interaction Effects        
    Self Uncertainty x 
        Relationship Repair 
-0.07 (0.07) -1.06  0.01 (0.08) 0.07 
Intercept 1.75 (0.08) 22.11
***
  2.15 (0.11) 19.69
***
 
Slopes for Covariates        
    Biological Sex 0.03 (0.06) 0.43  -0.13 (0.08) -1.69 
    Relationship Length  0.01 (0.01) 2.32
*
   0.03 (0.01) 3.42
***
 
    Relationship Status -0.18 (0.14) -1.33  -0.53 (0.19) -2.80
*
 
    Realism -0.14 (0.06) -2.16
*
  0.01 (0.09) 0.07 
Slopes for Main Effects        
   Partner Uncertainty 0.22 (0.09) 2.39
*
  0.45 (0.12) 3.67
***
 
   Relationship Repair 0.09 (0.05) 1.83  0.14 (0.07) 1.98
*
 
Slopes for Interaction Effects        
    Partner Uncertainty x 
        Relationship Repair 
0.01 (0.06) 0.19  0.11 (0.09) 1.34 
Intercept 1.70 (0.07) 24.39
***
  2.10 (0.09) 22.79
***
 
Slopes for Covariates        
    Biological Sex 0.02 (0.06) 0.29  -0.15 (0.08) -1.97
*
 
    Relationship Length  0.01 (0.01) 1.41   0.02 (0.01) 2.46
*
 
    Relationship Status -0.16 (0.15) -1.09  -0.45 (0.19) -2.34
*
 
    Realism -0.18 (0.06) -2.84
**
  -0.02 (0.08) -0.27 
Slopes for Main Effects        
    Relationship Uncertainty 0.15 (0.08) 1.81  0.47 (0.10) 4.49
***
 
    Relationship Repair 0.04 (0.05) 0.79  0.07 (0.07) 1.07 
Slopes for Interaction Effects        
  Relationship Uncertainty x 
        Relationship Repair 
-0.07 (0.06) -1.16  -0.03 (0.08) -0.39 
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Table 8 (continued) 
 
Multilevel Model with Relational Uncertainty and Relationship Repair Goal Predicting Threat (RQ1) 
 
  Making Partner Look Undesirable  Pressuring Partner to Comply 
 b (SE) t  b (SE) t 
Intercept 1.84 (0.08)   23.87
***
  3.57 (0.13) 20.52
***
 
Slopes for Covariates        
    Biological Sex -0.03 (0.08) -0.33  0.14 (0.10) 1.35 
    Relationship Length   0.02 (0.01) 3.10
**
  0.03 (0.01) 2.90
**
 
    Relationship Status -0.08 (0.17) -0.49  -0.37 (0.25) -1.46 
    Realism -0.04 (0.07) -0.57  -0.28 (0.11) -2.67
**
 
Slopes for Main Effects        
    Self Uncertainty 0.54 (0.10) 5.21
***
  0.44 (0.15) 2.84
**
 
    Relationship Repair  0.16 (0.06) 2.84
**
  0.16 (0.09) 1.76 
Slopes for Interaction Effects        
    Self Uncertainty x 
        Relationship Repair 
0.13 (0.08) 1.67  0.18 (0.12) 1.52 
Intercept 1.88 (0.10) 18.24
***
  2.67 (0.15) 17.84
***
 
Slopes for Covariates        
    Biological Sex  -0.03 (0.08) -0.33  0.12 (0.10) 1.18 
    Relationship Length   0.03 (0.01) 3.48
**
  0.03 (0.01) 2.96
**
 
    Relationship Status -0.27 (0.18) -1.50  -0.53 (0.26) -2.09
*
 
    Realism -0.03 (0.08) -0.34  -0.25 (0.11) -2.14
*
 
Slopes for Main Effects        
   Partner Uncertainty 0.42 (0.12) 3.54
***
  0.35 (0.16) 2.14
*
 
   Relationship Repair 0.14 (0.07) 2.06
*
  0.12 (0.09) 1.32 
Slopes for Interaction Effects        
    Partner Uncertainty x 
        Relationship Repair 
0.13 (0.08) 1.60  0.13 (0.11) 1.14 
Intercept 1.86 (0.08)   22.53
***
  2.61 (0.13) 20.42
***
 
Slopes for Covariates        
    Biological Sex -0.01 (0.08) -0.08  0.14 (0.10) 1.37 
    Relationship Length  0.02 (0.01) 2.96
**
  0.03 (0.01) 2.60
*
 
    Relationship Status -0.21 (0.18) -1.13  -0.39 (0.26) -1.50 
    Realism -0.06 (0.08) -0.72  -0.29 (0.11) -2.69
*
 
Slopes for Main Effects        
    Relationship Uncertainty 0.40 (0.10) 4.07
***
  0.37 (0.14) 2.57
**
 
    Relationship Repair 0.16 (0.06) 2.61
**
  0.11 (0.09) 1.25 
Slopes for Interaction Effects        
  Relationship Uncertainty x 
        Relationship Repair 
0.12 (0.08) 1.49  0.11 (0.11) 1.02 
Note. N = 138 individuals.   
* p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.   
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Table 9 
 
Multilevel Model with Relational Uncertainty and Affirmation Goal Predicting Threat (H4) 
 
 Relationship Threat  Self Threat 
 b (SE) t  b (SE) t 
Intercept 2.00 (0.11)   17.95
***
  2.22 (0.11) 19.73
***
 
Slopes for Covariates        
    Biological Sex 0.08 (0.07) 1.13  0.04 (0.09) 0.41 
    Relationship Length   0.01 (0.01) 1.73  0.00 (0.01) 0.15 
    Relationship Status -0.18 (0.21) -0.86  0.19 (0.22) 0.84 
    Realism -0.07 (0.08) -0.94  -0.10 (0.09) -1.08 
Slopes for Main Effects        
    Self Uncertainty 0.36 (0.12) 3.07
***
  0.34 (0.14) 2.44
*
 
    Affirmation  -0.28 (0.11) -2.52
*
  -0.17 (0.14) -1.23 
Slopes for Interaction Effects        
    Self Uncertainty x 
        Affirmation 
-0.29 (0.13) -2.17
*
  -0.18 (0.17) -1.11 
Intercept 1.90 (0.12) 15.61
***
  2.19 (0.12) 18.76
***
 
Slopes for Covariates        
    Biological Sex 0.04 (0.07) 0.58  0.02 (0.10) 0.25 
    Relationship Length -0.00 (0.01) -0.10  0.00 (0.01) 0.11 
    Relationship Status -0.15 (0.20) -0.75  0.03 (0.20) 0.16 
    Realism -0.03 (0.08) -0.34  -0.08 (0.09) -0.89 
Slopes for Main Effects        
   Partner Uncertainty 0.20 (0.12) 1.63  0.28 (0.13) 2.18
*
 
   Affirmation -0.30 (0.14) -2.08
*
  -0.33 (0.16) -2.03
*
 
Slopes for Interaction Effects        
    Partner Uncertainty x 
        Affirmation 
-0.02 (0.15) -0.12  0.06 (0.17) 0.35 
Intercept 1.95 (0.12) 16.42
***
  2.19 (0.12) 18.61
***
 
Slopes for Covariates        
    Biological Sex 0.08 (0.07) 1.14  0.06 (0.10) 0.58 
    Relationship Length   0.01 (0.01) 0.75  0.00 (0.01) 0.14 
    Relationship Status -0.21 (0.23) -0.92  0.05 (0.24) 0.20 
    Realism -0.04 (0.08) -0.46  -0.11 (0.09) -1.19 
Slopes for Main Effects        
    Relationship Uncertainty 0.16 (0.13) 1.21  0.17 (0.14) 1.22 
    Affirmation -0.28 (0.12) -2.27
*
  -0.23 (0.15) -1.51 
Slopes for Interaction Effects        
    Relationship Uncertainty x 
        Affirmation 
-0.12 (0.14) -0.83  -0.03 (0.17) -0.18 
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Table 9 (continued) 
 
Multilevel Model with Relational Uncertainty and Affirmation Goal Predicting Threat (H4) 
 
 Appearing Too Forward  Appearing Needy  Appearing Insensitive 
 b (SE) t  b (SE) t  b (SE) t 
Intercept 2.45 (0.12) 19.92
***
  2.83 (0.12) 20.67
***
  2.31 (0.11) 20.47
***
 
Slopes for Covariates            
    Biological Sex -0.08 (0.10) -0.78  0.04 (0.09) 0.40  -0.08 (0.08) -1.05 
    Relationship Length 0.01 (0.01) 0.96  0.01 (0.01) 1.85  0.01 (0.01) 1.32 
    Relationship Status -0.01 (0.24) -0.05  -0.28 (0.22) -1.24  -0.03 (0.22) -0.16 
    Realism -0.02 (0.10) -0.26  -0.19 (0.09) -2.15
*
  -0.12 (0.08) -1.42 
Slopes for Main Effects            
    Self Uncertainty 0.24 (0.15) 1.60  0.29 (0.14) 2.10
*
  0.37 (0.13) 2.95
***
 
    Affirmation  -0.23 (0.15) -1.57  -0.14 (0.14) -1.07  -0.33 (0.12) -2.68
**
 
Slopes for Interaction Effects            
    Self Uncertainty x 
        Affirmation 
0.20 (0.18) 1.12  0.30 (0.16) 1.85  -0.31 (0.15) -2.07
*
 
Intercept 2.49 (0.12) 20.82
***
  2.41 (0.11) 21.54
***
  2.27 (0.12) 19.10
***
 
Slopes for Covariates            
    Biological Sex -0.05 (0.10) -0.47  0.05 (0.09) 0.55  -0.07 (0.08) -.87 
    Relationship Length 0.01 (0.01) 1.07  0.02 (0.01) 1.96
*
  0.00 (0.01) 0.11 
    Relationship Status -0.00 (0.21) -0.02  -0.16 (0.19) -0.84  -0.28 (0.20) -1.36 
    Realism 0.03 (0.09) 0.28  -0.10 (0.08) -1.13  -0.11 (0.09) -1.33 
Slopes for Main Effects            
   Partner Uncertainty 0.35 (0.13) 2.62
**
  0.46 (0.12) 3.72
***
  0.06 (0.13) 0.47 
   Affirmation -0.10 (0.17) -0.57  -0.01 (0.16) -0.07  -0.37 (0.15) -2.40
*
 
Slopes for Interaction Effects            
    Partner Uncertainty x 
        Affirmation 
0.25 (0.17) 1.45  0.11 (0.16) 0.65  0.17 (0.16) 1.07 
Intercept 2.52 (0.12) 20.66
***
  2.44 (0.11) 22.20
***
  2.32 (0.12) 19.77
***
 
Slopes for Covariates            
    Biological Sex -0.08 (0.10) -0.76  0.02 (0.10) 0.20  -0.07 (0.09) -0.85 
    Relationship Length 0.01 (0.01) 1.06  0.02 (0.01) 2.31
*
  0.01 (0.01) 1.02 
    Relationship Status -0.10 (0.25) -0.41  -0.20 (0.22) -0.91  -0.22 (0.23) -0.93 
    Realism -0.04 (0.10) -0.40  -0.18 (0.09) -2.09
*
  -0.12 (0.09) -1.40 
Slopes for Main Effects            
    Relationship Uncertainty 0.26 (0.15) 1.76  0.40 (0.14) 2.97
***
  0.12 (0.14) 0.86 
    Affirmation -0.27 (0.16) -1.70  -0.09 (0.15) -0.60  -0.40 (0.14) -2.86
**
 
Slopes for Interaction Effects            
    Relationship Uncertainty x 
        Affirmation 
0.28 (0.18) 1.53  0.19 (0.17) 1.13  -0.04 (0.16) -0.23 
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Table 9 (continued) 
 
Multilevel Model with Relational Uncertainty and Affirmation Goal Predicting Threat (H4) 
 
 Appearing Unattractive Feeling Trapped 
 b (SE) t  b (SE) T 
Intercept 1.75 (0.07) 25.53
***
  1.99 (0.10) 20.77
***
 
Slopes for Covariates        
    Biological Sex -0.04 (0.06) -0.68  -0.14 (0.08) -1.73 
    Relationship Length 0.01 (0.00) 2.30
*
  0.01 (0.01) 1.99
*
 
    Relationship Status 0.01 (0.14) 0.09  -0.01 (0.19) -0.04 
    Realism -0.20 (0.06) -3.59
***
  -0.11 (0.08) -1.45 
Slopes for Main Effects        
    Self Uncertainty 0.24 (0.09) 2.83
**
  0.48 (0.12) 4.06
***
 
    Affirmation  -0.05 (0.09) -0.62  -0.06 (0.12) -0.50 
Slopes for Interaction Effects        
    Self Uncertainty x 
        Affirmation 
0.18 (0.11) 1.68  -0.09 (0.14) -0.63 
Intercept 1.73 (0.07) 25.24
***
  2.04 (0.10) 19.52
***
 
Slopes for Covariates        
    Biological Sex 0.00 (0.07) 0.04  -0.13 (0.09) -1.53 
    Relationship Length 0.01 (0.00) 1.57  0.01 (0.01) 1.09 
    Relationship Status -0.05 (0.12) -0.44  -0.32 (0.18) -1.76 
    Realism -0.15 (0.05) -2.83
**
  -0.07 (0.08) -0.82 
Slopes for Main Effects        
   Partner Uncertainty 0.19 (0.08) 2.35
**
  0.19 (0.12) 1.65 
   Affirmation -0.08 (0.10) -0.78  -0.10 (0.15) -0.69 
Slopes for Interaction Effects        
    Partner Uncertainty x 
        Affirmation 
0.16 (0.11) 1.50  0.28 (0.15) 1.79 
Intercept 1.77 (0.07) 25.78
***
  2.11 (0.10) 20.65
***
 
Slopes for Covariates        
    Biological Sex -0.05 (0.06) -0.78  -0.16 (0.09) -1.86 
    Relationship Length 0.01 (0.00) 2.20
*
  0.02 (0.01) 2.28
*
 
    Relationship Status 0.07 (0.14) 0.49  -0.05 (0.21) -0.25 
    Realism -0.19 (0.06) -3.43
***
  -0.10 (0.08) -1.19 
Slopes for Main Effects        
    Relationship Uncertainty 0.26 (0.09) 2.98
***
  0.43 (0.13) 3.44
***
 
    Affirmation 0.05 (0.10) 0.48  -0.02 (0.13) -0.12 
Slopes for Interaction Effects        
    Relationship Uncertainty x 
        Affirmation 
0.11 (0.11) 1.03  -0.03 (0.15) -0.21 
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Table 9 (continued) 
 
Multilevel Model with Relational Uncertainty and Affirmation Goal Predicting Threat (H4) 
 
  Making Partner Look Undesirable  Pressuring Partner to Comply 
 b (SE) t  b (SE) T 
Intercept 1.76 (0.09) 20.55
***
  2.56 (0.14) 18.44
***
 
Slopes for Covariates        
    Biological Sex 0.13 (0.06) 2.10
*
   0.10 (0.10) 0.98 
    Relationship Length 0.02 (0.01) 4.05
**
    0.02 (0.01) 2.37
*
 
    Relationship Status -0.14 (0.17) -0.85  -0.20 (0.27) -0.76 
    Realism -0.05 (0.07) -0.80  -0.25 (0.10) -2.42
*
 
Slopes for Main Effects        
    Self Uncertainty 0.45 (0.10) 4.54
***
  0.35 (0.16) 2.19
*
 
    Affirmation  -0.26 (0.10) -2.60
**
  -0.06 (0.15) -0.37 
Slopes for Interaction Effects        
    Self Uncertainty x 
        Affirmation 
-0.30 (0.12) -2.53
**
  0.21 (0.18) 1.13 
Intercept 1.74 (0.09) 18.59
***
  2.61 (0.14) 18.57
***
 
Slopes for Covariates        
    Biological Sex 0.13 (0.07) 1.77  0.16 (0.10) 1.67 
    Relationship Length 0.01 (0.01) 2.18
*
    0.02 (0.01) 2.18
*
 
    Relationship Status -0.21 (0.16) -1.30  -0.48 (0.24) -1.99
*
 
    Realism 0.01 (0.07) 0.16  -0.21 (0.10) -2.11
*
 
Slopes for Main Effects        
   Partner Uncertainty 0.27 (0.10) 2.62
**
  0.23 (0.15) 1.57 
   Affirmation -0.30 (0.13) -2.39
*
  -0.04 (0.18) -0.20 
Slopes for Interaction Effects        
    Partner Uncertainty x 
        Affirmation 
0.04 (0.13) 0.26  0.42 (0.19) 2.18
*
 
Intercept 1.75 (0.09) 19.83
***
  3.63 (0.14) 18.89
***
 
Slopes for Covariates        
    Biological Sex 0.13 (0.07) 1.83  0.11 (0.10) 1.11 
    Relationship Length 0.02 (0.01) 3.01
***
    0.03 (0.01) 2.76
**
 
    Relationship Status -0.08 (0.18) -0.45  -0.30 (0.28) -1.10 
    Realism -0.04 (0.07) -0.60  -0.26 (0.11) -2.43
*
 
Slopes for Main Effects        
    Relationship Uncertainty 0.31 (0.11) 2.90
**
  0.32 (0.16) 1.94 
    Affirmation -0.25 (0.11) -2.17
*
  -0.07 (0.17) -0.40 
Slopes for Interaction Effects        
    Relationship Uncertainty x 
        Affirmation 
-0.24 (0.13) -1.83  0.27 (0.19) 1.42 
Note. N = 138 individuals.   
* p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.   
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Table 10 
 
Multilevel Model with Indirect Relationship Talk Predicting Threat (H5) 
 
 Self-Reported Hedging  Observed Hedging 
 b (SE) t  b (SE) t  
Intercept 2.58 (0.10) 24.92***  2.18 (0.09) 23.89***  
Slopes for Covariates         
     Biological Sex 0.11 (0.08) 1.37  0.10 (0.08) 1.34  
     Relationship Length 0.00 (0.01) 0.49  -0.00 (0.01) -0.74  
     Relationship Status -0.00 (0.18) -0.02  0.02 (0.16) 0.14  
     Realism -0.11 (0.09) -1.21  -0.22 (0.09) -2.50**  
Slopes for Main Effects         
     Relationship Threat  0.32 (0.10) 3.15***  0.14 (0.09) 1.53  
Intercept 2.57 (0.10) 25.76***  2.17 (0.09) 24.45***  
Slopes for Covariates         
     Biological Sex 0.09 (0.08) 1.04  0.10 (0.08) 1.27  
     Relationship Length 0.01 (0.01) 0.94  -0.00 (0.01) -0.74  
     Relationship Status 0.10 (0.18) 0.57  0.05 (0.16) 0.29  
     Realism -0.13 (0.09) -1.44  -0.21 (0.09) -2.48*  
Slopes for Main Effects         
     Self Threat 0.33 (0.09) 3.51***  0.23 (0.09) 2.67**  
Intercept 2.64 (0.09) 29.64***  2.19 (0.09) 24.25***  
Slopes for Covariates         
     Biological Sex 0.06 (0.08) 0.76  0.09 (0.08) 1.16  
     Relationship Length 0.00 (0.01) 0.78  -0.00 (0.01) -0.64  
     Relationship Status -0.17 (0.16) -1.11  0.00 (0.16) 0.01  
     Realism -0.14 (0.08) -1.65  -0.26 (0.09) -3.03***  
Slopes for Main Effects         
     Appearing Too Forward 0.12 (0.08) 1.46  0.07 (0.09) 0.84  
Intercept 2.63 (0.11) 24.46***  2.19 (0.09) 23.70***  
Slopes for Covariates         
     Biological Sex 0.05 (0.08) 0.63  0.08 (0.08) 1.09  
     Relationship Length 0.00 (0.01) 0.57  -0.00 (0.01) -0.51  
     Relationship Status -0.06 (0.18) -0.31  -0.03 (0.16) -0.18  
     Realism -0.05 (0.10) -0.52  -0.25 (0.09) -2.79**  
Slopes for Main Effects         
     Appearing Needy 0.27 (0.10) 2.67**  0.09 (0.09) 0.95  
Intercept 2.60 (0.11) 24.41***  2.19 (0.09) 23.37***  
Slopes for Covariates         
     Biological Sex 0.11 (0.08) 1.36  0.09 (0.08) 1.15  
     Relationship Length 0.01 (0.01) 0.96  -0.00 (0.01) -0.53  
     Relationship Status -0.09 (0.18) -0.50  -0.02 (0.16) -0.15  
     Realism -0.13 (0.10) -1.31  -0.27 (0.09) -2.98**  
Slopes for Main Effects         
     Appearing Insensitive 0.10 (0.10) 1.02  -0.06 (0.09) -0.64  
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Table 10 (continued) 
 
Multilevel Model with Indirect Relationship Talk Predicting Threat (H5) 
 
 Self-Reported Hedging Observed Hedging 
 b (SE) t  b (SE) t  
Intercept 2.66 (0.10) 26.16***  2.18 (0.10) 22.68***  
Slopes for Covariates         
     Biological Sex 0.05 (0.08) 0.58  0.09 (0.07) 1.16  
     Relationship Length 0.00 (0.01) 0.61  -0.00 (0.01) -0.75  
     Relationship Status -0.19 (0.17) -1.12  -0.03 (0.16) -0.19  
     Realism -0.07 (0.10) -0.71  -0.26 (0.09) -2.82**  
Slopes for Main Effects         
     Appearing Unattractive  0.29 (0.14) 2.03*  -0.02 (0.13) -0.12  
Intercept 2.61 (0.12) 22.42***  2.20 (0.10) 23.04***  
Slopes for Covariates         
     Biological Sex 0.10 (0.09) 1.20  0.11 (0.08) 1.33  
     Relationship Length 0.00 (0.01) 0.30  -0.01 (0.01) -0.94  
     Relationship Status -0.15 (0.20) -0.78  0.00 (0.17) 0.01  
     Realism -0.15 (0.10) -1.45  -0.26 (0.09) -2.89**  
Slopes for Main Effects         
     Feeling Trapped -0.05 (0.10) -0.45  -0.04 (0.09) -0.43  
Intercept 2.65 (0.11) 24.06***  2.21 (0.09) 24.00***  
Slopes for Covariates         
      Biological Sex 0.10 (0.08) 1.23  0.10 (0.08) 1.23  
      Relationship Length 0.00 (0.01) 0.70  0.00 (0.01) -0.69  
      Relationship Status -0.08 (0.18) -0.44  0.00 (0.16) 0.02  
      Realism -0.11 (0.10) -1.13  -0.24 (0.09) -2.68*  
Slopes for Main Effects         
      Making Partner 
      Look Undesirable 
0.16 (0.12) 1.33  0.01 (0.11) 0.11  
Intercept 2.75 (0.10) 27.36***  2.21 (0.09) 24.64***  
Slopes for Covariates         
     Biological Sex 0.08 (0.07) 1.04  0.08 (0.08) 0.98  
     Relationship Length 0.00 (0.01) 0.79  -0.00 (0.01) -0.64  
     Relationship Status -0.13 (0.17) -0.78  0.01 (0.15) 0.07  
     Realism -0.15 (0.09) -1.68  -0.28 (0.09) -3.12**  
Slopes for Main Effects         
      Pressuring Partner to  
      Comply 
0.07 (0.07) 1.02  0.00 (0.07) -0.05  
Note. N = 138 individuals.   
* p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.  
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Table 11 
 
Multilevel Model with Self-Reported Avoidance of Relationship Talk Predicting Threat (H6) 
 
 Brevity  Humor Topic Avoidance 
 b (SE) t  b (SE) t  b (SE) t  
Intercept 2.59 (0.11) 22.77
***
  3.12 (0.10) 30.95
***
  1.65 (0.07) 23.39
***
  
Slopes for Covariates             
     Biological Sex -0.02 (0.10) -0.25  -0.10 (0.10) -1.00  -0.05 (0.06) -0.94  
     Relationship Length 0.01 (0.01) 1.42  0.01 (0.01) 1.90  0.00 (0.00) 0.01  
     Relationship Status -0.31 (0.20) -1.55  -0.64 (0.18) -3.46
***
  -0.10 (0.12) -0.82  
     Realism -0.27 (0.11) -2.52
**
  -0.30 (0.10) -2.90
**
  -0.14 (0.06) -2.18
*
  
Slopes for Main Effects             
     Relationship Threat  0.36 (0.12) 3.10
**
  0.43 (0.11) 3.84
***
  0.33 (0.07) 4.54
***
  
Intercept 2.61 (0.12) 21.63
***
  3.09 (0.11) 28.66
***
  1.65 (0.07) 22.14
***
  
Slopes for Covariates             
     Biological Sex -0.01 (0.10) -0.10  -0.10 (0.11) -0.96  -0.06 (0.06) -0.91  
     Relationship Length 0.01 (0.01) 1.02  0.01 (0.01) 1.52  -0.00 (0.00) -0.02  
     Relationship Status -0.30 (0.22) -1.36  -0.71 (0.20) -3.45
***
  -0.11 (0.14) -0.80  
     Realism -0.29 (0.11) -2.52
**
  -0.33 (0.11) -3.02
**
  -0.15 (0.07) -2.31
*
  
Slopes for Main Effects             
     Self Threat 0.16 (0.11) 1.41  0.24 (0.11) 2.15
*
  0.19 (0.07) 2.66
**
  
Intercept 2.59 (0.11) 23.02
***
  3.11 (0.11) 29.11
***
  1.65 (0.07) 24.66
***
  
Slopes for Covariates             
     Biological Sex 0.01 (0.10) 0.15  -0.09 (0.10) -0.87  -0.05 (0.06) -0.87  
     Relationship Length 0.00 (0.01) 0.54  0.01 (0.01) 1.49  -0.00 (0.00) -0.30  
     Relationship Status -0.23 (0.20) -1.14  -0.69 (0.19) -3.60
***
  -0.12 (0.12) -0.96  
     Realism -0.34 (0.11) -3.17
***
  -0.36 (0.11) -3.36
***
  -0.19 (0.06) -3.13
**
  
Slopes for Main Effects             
     Appearing Too 
Forward 
0.26 (0.11) 2.38
*
  0.32 (0.11) 2.93
*
  0.22 (0.07) 3.28
**
  
Intercept 2.61 (0.12) 21.41
***
  3.13 (0.11) 28.46
***
  1.64 (0.07) 22.21
***
  
Slopes for Covariates             
     Biological Sex -0.03 (0.10) -0.30  -0.13 (0.11) -1.28  -0.15 (0.13) -1.17  
     Relationship Length 0.01 (0.01) 0.98  0.01 (0.01) 1.74  0.00 (0.00) 0.03  
     Relationship Status -0.32 (0.21) -1.53  -0.72 (0.20) -3.65
***
  -0.12 (0.13) -0.91  
     Realism -0.33 (0.11) -2.88
***
  -0.34 (0.11) -3.09
**
  -0.16 (0.07) -2.35
*
  
Slopes for Main Effects             
     Appearing Needy 0.18 (0.12) 1.49  0.20 (0.12) 1.70  0.18 (0.08) 2.39
*
  
Intercept 2.58 (0.11) 22.68
***
  3.12 (0.11) 28.44
***
  1.62 (0.07) 22.72
***
  
Slopes for Covariates             
     Biological Sex 0.16 (0.10) 0.61  -0.09 (0.22) -0.43  -0.03 (0.06) -0.48  
     Relationship Length 0.01 (0.01) 0.92  0.01 (0.01) 1.66  0.00 (0.00) 0.14  
     Relationship Status -0.15 (0.19) -0.79  -0.63 (0.19) -3.28
**
  -0.10 (0.12) -0.80  
     Realism -0.27 (0.11) -2.48
**
  -0.33 (0.11) -3.00
**
  -0.16 (0.06) -2.57
*
  
Slopes for Main Effects             
     Appearing Insensitive 0.44 (0.11) 3.88
***
  0.32 (0.12) 2.77
**
  0.22 (0.07) 3.10
**
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Table 11 (continued) 
 
Multilevel Model with Self-Reported Avoidance of Relationship Talk Predicting Threat (H6) 
 
 Brevity  Humor Topic Avoidance 
 b (SE) t  b (SE) t  b (SE) t  
Intercept 2.53 (0.12) 20.90
***
  3.10 (0.11) 27.48
***
  1.62 (.07) 21.80
***
  
Slopes for Covariates             
     Biological Sex -0.04 (0.09) -0.43  -0.12 (0.10) -1.27  -0.07 (0.06) -1.19  
     Relationship Length -0.00 (0.01) -0.28  0.01 (0.01) 1.13  0.00 (0.00) -0.51  
     Relationship Status -0.20 (0.20) -0.97  -0.73 (0.20) -3.72
***
  -0.15 (0.13) -1.17  
     Realism -0.21 (0.11) -1.90  -0.29 (0.11) -2.60
**
  -0.12 (0.07) -1.86  
Slopes for Main Effects             
     Appearing 
     Unattractive  
0.53 (0.17) 3.17
**
  0.39 (0.18) 2.20
*
  0.25 (0.11) 2.28
*
  
Intercept 2.59 (0.11) 22.74
***
  3.12 (0.11) 28.62
***
  1.63 (0.07) 24.56
***
  
Slopes for Covariates             
     Biological Sex 0.05 (0.10) 0.48  -0.03 (0.11) -0.29  -0.02 (0.07) -0.31  
     Relationship Length 0.01 (0.01) 1.26  0.01 (0.01) 1.26  0.00 (0.00) 0.01  
     Relationship Status -0.19 (0.21) -0.93  -0.62 (0.20) -3.06
**
  -0.05 (0.12) -0.43  
     Realism -0.31 (0.11) -2.82
**
  -0.37 (0.11) -3.30
***
  -0.17 (0.07) -2.63
**
  
Slopes for Main Effects             
     Feeling Trapped 0.48 (0.11) 4.23
***
  0.41 (0.11) 3.54
***
  0.32 (0.07) 4.51
***
  
Intercept 2.52 (0.12) 20.80
***
  3.10 (0.11) 27.79
***
  1.64 (0.07) 22.74
***
  
Slopes for Covariates             
      Biological Sex -0.05 (0.10) -0.55  -0.11 (0.11) -1.03  -0.07 (0.06) -1.14  
      Relationship Length 0.00 (0.01) 0.25  0.01 (0.01) 1.13  -0.00 (0.00) -0.40  
      Relationship Status -0.27 (0.21) -1.34  -0.66 (0.20) -3.30
***
  -0.11 (0.13) -0.88  
      Realism -0.30 (0.11) -2.69
**
  -0.35 (0.11) -3.13
**
  -0.18 (0.06) -2.79
**
  
Slopes for Main Effects             
      Making Partner 
      Look Undesirable 
0.30 (0.14) 2.20
*
  0.26 (0.14) 1.84  0.23 (0.08) 2.74
**
  
Intercept 2.59 (0.12) 22.26
***
  3.11 (0.10) 29.91
***
  1.67 (0.07) 22.90
***
  
Slopes for Covariates             
     Biological Sex -0.05 (0.10) -0.47  -0.16 (0.11) -1.49  -0.09 (0.06) -1.37  
     Relationship Length 0.00 (0.01) 0.35  0.01 (0.01) 0.86  -0.00 (0.00) -0.35  
     Relationship Status -0.19 (0.20) -0.93  -0.59 (0.19) -3.18
**
  -0.08 (0.13) -0.67  
     Realism -0.26 (0.11) -2.23
*
  -0.29 (0.11) -2.68
**
  -0.15 (0.07) -2.33
*
  
Slopes for Main Effects             
      Pressuring Partner 
      to Comply 
0.34 (0.58) 3.63
***
  0.34 (0.09) 3.72
***
  0.18 (0.06) 3.03
**
  
Note. N = 138 individuals.   
* p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  162 
 
 
 
Table 12 
 
Multilevel Model with Observed Avoidance of Relationship Talk Predicting Threat (H6) 
 
 Brevity  Humor 
 b (SE) t  b (SE) t  
Intercept 2.36 (0.09) 25.01***  1.97 (0.09) 22.33***  
Slopes for Covariates         
     Biological Sex -0.06 (0.09) -0.69  -0.04 (0.06) -0.73  
     Relationship Length 0.00 (0.01) 0.62  -0.02 (0.01) -3.12**  
     Relationship Status 0.22 (0.17) 1.31  0.13 (0.14) 0.88  
     Realism -0.21 (0.09) -2.21*  0.19 (0.08) 2.53*  
Slopes for Main Effects         
     Relationship Threat  0.22 (0.10) 2.21*  -0.08 (0.08) -0.95  
Intercept 2.34 (0.10) 23.20***  1.96 (0.09) 23.08***  
Slopes for Covariates         
     Biological Sex -0.05 (0.09) -0.55  -0.04 (0.06) -0.73  
     Relationship Length 0.00 (0.01) 0.31  -0.02 (0.00) -3.27**  
     Relationship Status 0.18 (0.18) 1.00  0.03 (0.15) 0.20  
     Realism -0.25 (0.10) -2.50*  0.18 (0.08) 2.35*  
Slopes for Main Effects         
     Self Threat 0.09 (0.10) 0.87  -0.14 (0.07) -1.88  
Intercept 2.33 (0.10) 23.45***  1.95 (0.09) 22.77***  
Slopes for Covariates         
     Biological Sex -0.09 (0.09) -1.06  -0.04 (0.06) -0.68  
     Relationship Length 0.00 (0.01) 0.11  -0.02 (0.01) -3.24**  
     Relationship Status 0.18 (0.18) 1.04  0.15 (0.14) 1.05  
     Realism -0.29 (0.10) -3.05**  0.19 (0.08) 2.55*  
Slopes for Main Effects         
     Appearing Too Forward -0.01 (0.56) -0.16  0.05 (0.07) 0.75  
Intercept 2.36 (0.10) 23.96***  1.93 (0.09) 22.03***  
Slopes for Covariates         
     Biological Sex -0.07 (0.08) -0.88  -0.02 (0.06) -0.44  
     Relationship Length 0.00 (0.01) 0.70  -0.01 (0.00) -2.86**  
     Relationship Status 0.15 (0.07) 0.87  0.09 (0.14) 0.63  
     Realism -0.28 (0.10) -2.90**  0.14 (0.07) 1.87  
Slopes for Main Effects         
     Appearing Needy 0.09 (0.10) 0.88  -0.14 (0.08) -1.79  
Intercept 2.30 (0.10) 23.43***  1.98 (0.09) 21.64***  
Slopes for Covariates         
     Biological Sex -0.06 (0.09) -0.72  -0.05 (0.06) -0.83  
     Relationship Length 0.00 (0.01) 0.42  -0.02 (0.01) -2.96**  
     Relationship Status 0.28 (0.17) 1.65  0.16 (0.15) 1.07  
     Realism -0.24 (0.10) -2.48*  0.20 (0.08) 2.51*  
Slopes for Main Effects         
     Appearing Insensitive 0.18 (0.10) 1.79  0.00 (0.08) 0.01  
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Table 12 (continued) 
 
Multilevel Model with Observed Avoidance of Relationship Talk Predicting Threat (H6) 
 
 Brevity Humor 
 b (SE) t  b (SE) t  
Intercept 2.27 (0.10) 22.52**  1.94 (0.09) 21.22***  
Slopes for Covariates         
     Biological Sex -0.08 (0.08) -0.94  -0.04 (0.06) -0.62  
     Relationship Length -0.00 (0.01) -0.26  -0.02 (0.01) -2.88**  
     Relationship Status 0.23 (0.17) 1.32  0.12 (0.15) 0.83  
     Realism -0.26 (0.10) -2.66**  0.16 (0.08) 1.96  
Slopes for Main Effects         
     Appearing Unattractive  0.26 (0.15) 1.81  -0.08 (0.11) -0.72  
Intercept 2.35 (0.11) 22.10**  2.01 (0.09) 22.51***  
Slopes for Covariates         
     Biological Sex -0.08 (0.09) -0.88  0.01 (0.06) 0.10  
     Relationship Length 0.00 (0.01) 0.68  -0.02 (0.01) -2.83**  
     Relationship Status 0.15 (0.19) 0.78  0.11 (0.15) 0.72  
     Realism -0.27 (0.10) -2.62**  0.16 (0.08) 2.17*  
Slopes for Main Effects         
     Feeling Trapped 0.02 (0.11) 0.17  0.00 (0.08) 0.00  
Intercept 2.34 (0.10) 23.07***  1.95 (0.09) 21.79***  
Slopes for Covariates         
      Biological Sex -0.08 (0.09) -0.97  -0.05 (0.06) -0.84  
      Relationship Length 0.00 (0.01) 0.07  -0.02 (0.01) -3.08**  
      Relationship Status 0.24 (0.18) 1.34  0.14 (0.14) 0.96  
      Realism -0.25 (0.10) -2.59**  0.19 (0.08) 2.50*  
Slopes for Main Effects         
      Making Partner 
      Look Undesirable 
0.12 (0.12) 1.05  -0.05 (0.09) -0.57  
Intercept 2.33 (0.11) 22.10***  1.92 (0.09) 20.96***  
Slopes for Covariates         
     Biological Sex -0.10 (0.09) -1.09  -0.04 (0.06) -0.74  
     Relationship Length 0.00 (0.01) 0.26  -0.02 (0.01) -2.92**  
     Relationship Status 0.20 (0.18) 1.11  0.12 (0.15) 0.86  
     Realism -0.27 (0.10) -2.63**  0.19 (0.08) 2.41*  
Slopes for Main Effects         
      Pressuring Partner to  
      Comply 
0.00 (0.08) 0.01  -0.07 (0.06) -1.16  
Note. N = 138 individuals.   
* p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.  
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Table 13 
 
Multilevel Model Predicting Communication Satisfaction from Indirect Relationship Talk (RQ2) 
 
 
 Communication Satisfaction  
 b (SE) t  
 
Intercept 
 
 
4.76 
 
(0.10) 
   
49.89*** 
 
Slopes for Covariates     
     Biological Sex 0.01 (0.07) 0.09  
     Relationship Length   -0.01 (0.01) -1.00  
     Relationship Status 0.14 (0.16) 0.86  
     Realism 0.26 (0.08) 3.15**  
Slopes for Main Effects     
     Self-Reported Hedging -0.23 (0.08) -2.75**  
     
Intercept 
 
4.76 (0.10)   47.52***  
Slopes for Covariates     
     Biological Sex -0.01 (0.07) -0.20  
     Relationship Length   -0.00 (0.01) -0.69  
     Relationship Status 0.05 (0.17) 0.28  
     Realism 0.25 (0.09) 2.71**  
Slopes for Main Effects     
     Observed Hedging 
 
-0.01 (0.10) -0.08  
Note. N = 138 individuals.   
* p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.  
  165 
 
 
 
Table 14 
 
Multilevel Model Predicting Communication Satisfaction from Avoided Relationship Talk (RQ3) 
 
 Communication Satisfaction   
 b (SE) t  
Intercept 4.78 (0.10)   48.54***  
Slopes for Covariates     
       Biological Sex -0.00 (0.07) -0.05  
       Relationship Length -0.00 (0.01) -0.68  
       Relationship Status 0.06 (0.16) 0.40  
       Realism 0.23 (0.09) 2.65**  
Slopes for Main Effects     
       Self-Reported Brevity -0.11 (0.07) -1.55  
Intercept 4.81 (0.10) 46.90***  
Slopes for Covariates     
       Biological Sex -0.00 (0.07) -0.07  
       Relationship Length -0.00 (0.01) -0.61  
       Relationship Status -0.07 (0.20) -0.35  
       Realism 0.21 (0.09) 2.38*  
Slopes for Main Effects     
       Observed Brevity  -0.15 (0.09) -1.56  
Intercept 4.73 (0.11) 44.98***  
Slopes for Covariates     
       Biological Sex -0.02 (0.07) -0.27  
       Relationship Length -0.01 (0.01) -1.00  
       Relationship Status 0.12 (0.17) 0.67  
       Realism 0.26 (0.09) 2.87**  
Slopes for Main Effects     
       Self-Reported Humor -0.04 (0.07) -0.56  
Intercept 4.74 (0.10) 46.15***  
Slopes for Covariates     
       Biological Sex 0.01 (0.07) 0.18  
       Relationship Length -0.00 (0.01) -0.55  
       Relationship Status 0.17 (0.17) 1.02  
       Realism 0.23 (0.09) 2.62**  
Slopes for Main Effects     
       Observed Humor 0.18 (0.12) 1.52  
Intercept 4.75 (0.10)   49.91***  
Slopes for Covariates     
       Biological Sex -0.05 (0.07) -0.68  
       Relationship Length -0.01 (0.01) -1.25  
       Relationship Status 0.08 (0.15) 0.49  
       Realism 0.28 (0.08) 3.43***  
Slopes for Main Effects     
       Topic Avoidance -0.27 (0.11) -2.45*  
Note. N = 138 individuals.   
* p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.  
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Figure 1. The theoretical model.  
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Figure 2. Simple slopes for 2-way interaction between self uncertainty and biological sex in 
predicting self threat (H1).  
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Figure 3. Simple slopes for 2-way interaction between self uncertainty and relationship length in 
predicting relationship threat (H1).  
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Figure 4. Simple slopes for 2-way interaction between relationship uncertainty and relationship 
length in predicting appearing needy (H1).  
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Figure 5. Simple slopes for 3-way interaction between self uncertainty, an information-seeking 
goal, and biological sex in predicting self threat (H2). 
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Figure 6. Simple slopes for 3-way interaction between partner uncertainty, an information-
seeking goal, and relationship length in predicting making the partner look undesirable (H2). 
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Figure 7. Simple slopes for 2-way interaction between partner uncertainty and a complaining 
goal in predicting feeling trapped (H3).  
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Figure 8. Simple slopes for 3-way interaction between partner uncertainty, a complaining goal, 
and relationship length in predicting feeling trapped (H3).  
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Figure 9. Simple slopes for 3-way interaction between partner uncertainty, a complaining goal, 
and relationship status in feeling trapped (H3).  
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Figure 10. Simple slopes for 3-way interaction between partner uncertainty, a complaining goal, 
and relationship length in making the partner look undesirable (H3).  
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Figure 11. Simple slopes for 2-way interaction between partner uncertainty and a relationship 
repair goal in predicting self threat (RQ1).  
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Figure 12. Simple slopes for 3-way interaction between partner uncertainty, a relationship repair 
goal, and relationship length in predicting feeling trapped (RQ1). 
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Figure 13. Simple slopes for 2-way interaction between self uncertainty and a motivation to 
affirm the relationship in predicting relationship threat (H4).  
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Figure 14. Three-way interaction between self uncertainty, an affirmation goal, and relationship 
length in predicting making the partner look undesirable (H4). 
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Figure 15. Three-way interaction between partner uncertainty, an affirmation goal, and 
relationship length in predicting feeling trapped (H4). 
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Figure 16. Interaction between self threat and biological sex in predicting self-reported hedging 
(H5). 
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Figure 17. Interaction between the threat of appearing physically unattractive and relationship 
status in predicting self-reported hedging (H5). 
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Figure 18. Interaction between the threat of appearing too forward and biological sex in 
predicting self-reported brevity (H6). 
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Figure 19. Interaction between relationship threat and relationship status in predicting observed 
brevity (H6). 
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Figure 20. Interaction between self threat and biological sex in predicting observed humor (H6). 
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Figure 21. Interaction between the threat of appearing too forward and biological sex in 
predicting observed humor (H6). 
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Figure 22. Interaction between the threat of appearing too forward and biological sex in 
predicting topic avoidance (H6). 
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